
State Allocation Board 
Meeting Notice and 
Agenda 

❖ ❖ ❖ 

Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer 
Office of Public School Construction 
707 3rd Street, 4th Floor 
West Sacramento, CA  95605 

Hybrid Public Meeting 
Wednesday, August 23, 2023 
California Department of Education 
1430 N Street, 1st Floor, Board Room 1101* 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
4:00 p.m.* 
 
The upcoming meeting of the State Allocation Board will be conducted in-
person and by way of Zoom meeting and teleconference. The physical, 
publicly accessible teleconference location from which members of the 
public may observe and offer public comment is reflected above. 
 
Interested persons may observe the meeting by going to Zoom Meeting at: 

Join from a PC, Mac, iPad, iPhone or Android device: 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/82980656097?pwd=blZNZFJIZjVIekdnRTdTaC9ySWlzZz09 

Passcode: 483456 
 
Or Telephone: 
Dial: 
    USA 213 787 0529 US Toll 
    USA 888 808 6929 US Toll-free 
    Conference code: 991990 
 

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/82980656097?pwd=blZNZFJIZjVIekdnRTdTaC9ySWlzZz09


 
The Board will meet in Closed Session pursuant to Government Code 
Section 11126(e)(1). 
 
 
General Information 
(916) 376-1771 

For further information, please contact your Project Manager. 

*Meeting location and time subject to change. 

Individuals who need auxiliary aids for effective participation are invited to 
make their requests and preferences known to Ms. Lisa Jones at (279) 
946-8459 five days prior to the meeting. 

A copy of the 10-Day Meeting Notice can be found on OPSC’s website. 

https://www.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/Meetings
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CLOSED SESSION 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 11126(e)(1), the State Allocation Board will meet in 

Closed Session for the purpose of conferring with and receiving advice from 
legal counsel regarding pending litigation. 
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School District County Category Page No. 
ALBANY UNIFIED                                ALAMEDA         SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
ALBANY UNIFIED                                ALAMEDA         SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
ALBANY UNIFIED ALAMEDA SFP - New Constr. Consent 131  
ALLENSWORTH ELEMENTARY                        TULARE          FDK - New Constr. Consent 150  
ANAHEIM UNION HIGH                            ORANGE          SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
ANAHEIM UNION HIGH ORANGE SFP – Mod. Consent 43  
ANDERSON UNION HIGH                           SHASTA          SFP - Mod. Consent 137  
AZUSA UNIFIED                                 LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
BENNETT VALLEY UNION ELEM.               SONOMA          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
BURTON                                        TULARE          SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
BURTON                                        TULARE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
BURTON                                        TULARE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
BURTON                                        TULARE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
CALEXICO UNIFIED                              IMPERIAL        SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
CALEXICO UNIFIED                              IMPERIAL        SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
CASTRO VALLEY UNIFIED                         ALAMEDA         SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
CENTER JOINT UNIFIED                          SACRAMENTO      SFP - Mod. Consent 14/18  
CENTER JOINT UNIFIED                          SACRAMENTO      SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
CENTER JOINT UNIFIED                          SACRAMENTO      SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
CENTRAL UNION HIGH                            IMPERIAL        SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
CENTRALIA ELEMENTARY                          ORANGE          SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
CENTRALIA ELEMENTARY                          ORANGE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
CENTRALIA ELEMENTARY                          ORANGE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
CHINO VALLEY UNIFIED                          SAN BERNARDINO  SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
CHOWCHILLA ELEMENTARY                         MADERA          SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
CORCORAN JOINT UNIFIED                        KINGS           SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
CORCORAN JOINT UNIFIED                        KINGS           SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
CORCORAN JOINT UNIFIED                        KINGS           SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
CORONA-NORCO UNIFIED                          RIVERSIDE       SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
DEL NORTE COUNTY UNIFIED                      DEL NORTE       SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
DELANO UNION ELEMENTARY                       KERN            FDK - New Constr. Consent 152  
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DUBLIN UNIFIED                                ALAMEDA         SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
DUBLIN UNIFIED                                ALAMEDA         SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
DUCOR UNION ELEMENTARY                        TULARE          FDK - New Constr. Consent 154  
EL CENTRO ELEMENTARY                          IMPERIAL        SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
EL CENTRO ELEMENTARY                          IMPERIAL        SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
ELK GROVE UNIFIED                             SACRAMENTO      SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
ELK GROVE UNIFIED                             SACRAMENTO      SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
FIREBAUGH-LAS DELTAS UNIF.                  FRESNO          FDK - Retrofit Consent 172  
FOUNTAIN VALLEY ELEM.                   ORANGE          SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
FOUNTAIN VALLEY ELEM.                   ORANGE          SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
FREMONT UNIFIED                               ALAMEDA         SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
FREMONT UNIFIED                               ALAMEDA         SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED                          ORANGE          SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED                          ORANGE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED                          ORANGE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
GERBER UNION ELEMENTARY                       TEHAMA          FDK - New Constr. Consent 156  
GLENDALE UNIFIED                              LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
GLENDALE UNIFIED                              LOS ANGELES     SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
GREENFIELD UNION                              KERN            SFP - Mod. Consent 14/18  
GREENFIELD UNION                              KERN            SFP - Mod. Consent 141  
HANFORD ELEMENTARY                            KINGS           SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
HANFORD ELEMENTARY                            KINGS           SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
HANFORD ELEMENTARY                            KINGS           SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
HAPPY CAMP UNION ELEM.                   SISKIYOU        SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
HESPERIA UNIFIED                              SAN BERNARDINO  SFP - Mod. Consent 14/18  
HESPERIA UNIFIED                              SAN BERNARDINO  SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
HESPERIA UNIFIED                              SAN BERNARDINO  SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
KELSEYVILLE UNIFIED                           LAKE            SFP - Mod. Consent 14/18  
KELSEYVILLE UNIFIED                           LAKE            SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
KELSEYVILLE UNIFIED                           LAKE            SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
KELSEYVILLE UNIFIED                           LAKE            SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
LAKE ELSINORE UNIFIED                         RIVERSIDE       SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
LAKE ELSINORE UNIFIED                         RIVERSIDE       SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
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LITTLE LAKE CITY ELEMENTARY                   LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
LITTLE LAKE CITY ELEMENTARY                   LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
LONG BEACH UNIFIED                            LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 14/18  
LONG BEACH UNIFIED                            LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
LONG BEACH UNIFIED                            LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
LOS ALAMITOS UNIFIED                          ORANGE          SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED                           LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED                           LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED                           LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED                           LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED                           LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED                           LOS ANGELES     SFP - Charter Consent 129  
LOS ANGELES UNIFIED                           LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
LUCERNE ELEMENTARY                            LAKE            FDK - New Constr. Consent 158  
LUCERNE ELEMENTARY                            LAKE            SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
MADERA UNIFIED                                MADERA          SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
MADERA UNIFIED                                MADERA          SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
MARTINEZ UNIFIED                              CONTRA COSTA    SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
MARTINEZ UNIFIED                              CONTRA COSTA    SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
MARTINEZ UNIFIED                              CONTRA COSTA    SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
MARTINEZ UNIFIED                              CONTRA COSTA    SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
MCCABE UNION ELEMENTARY                       IMPERIAL        FDK - New Constr. Consent 160  
MONTEREY CO. OFFICE OF ED.          MONTEREY        SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED                    MONTEREY        SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED                    MONTEREY        SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
MORAGA ELEMENTARY                             CONTRA COSTA    SFP - Mod. Consent 14  
MORAGA ELEMENTARY                             CONTRA COSTA    SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
MORENO VALLEY UNIFIED                         RIVERSIDE       SFP - Mod. Consent 14/18  
MORENO VALLEY UNIFIED                         RIVERSIDE       SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
MORONGO UNIFIED                               SAN BERNARDINO  SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
MOUNTAIN VIEW-LOS ALTOS UN. 
HIGH            

SANTA CLARA     SFP - Mod. Consent 18  

MOUNTAIN VIEW-LOS ALTOS UN. 
HIGH            

SANTA CLARA     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
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NAPA VALLEY UNIFIED                           NAPA            SFP - New Constr. Consent 14/18  
NAPA VALLEY UNIFIED                           NAPA            SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
NORTH COW CREEK ELEM.                    SHASTA          SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
NORTH COW CREEK ELEM.                    SHASTA          SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
NORTH COW CREEK ELEM.                    SHASTA          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
OAK PARK UNIFIED                              VENTURA         SFP - Mod. Consent 14  
OAK PARK UNIFIED                              VENTURA         SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
OAK PARK UNIFIED                              VENTURA         SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
OXNARD ELEMENTARY                             VENTURA         FDK - New Constr. Consent 162  
PALO ALTO UNIFIED                             SANTA CLARA     SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
PALO ALTO UNIFIED                             SANTA CLARA     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
PIEDMONT CITY UNIFIED                         ALAMEDA         SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
PLANADA ELEMENTARY                            MERCED          FDK - New Constr. Consent 164   
PLAZA ELEMENTARY                              GLENN           SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
PLAZA ELEMENTARY                              GLENN           SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
REDWOOD CITY ELEMENTARY                       SAN MATEO       SFP - Mod. Consent 14/18  
REDWOOD CITY ELEMENTARY                       SAN MATEO       SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
REDWOOD CITY ELEMENTARY                       SAN MATEO       SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
REDWOOD CITY ELEMENTARY                       SAN MATEO       SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
REEF-SUNSET UNIFIED                           KINGS           FDK - New Constr. Consent 166  
RIVERSIDE UNIFIED                             RIVERSIDE       SFP - Mod. Consent 14/18  
RIVERSIDE UNIFIED                             RIVERSIDE       SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
RIVERSIDE UNIFIED                             RIVERSIDE       SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
RIVERSIDE UNIFIED                             RIVERSIDE       SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
RIVERSIDE UNIFIED                             RIVERSIDE       SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
RIVERSIDE UNIFIED                             RIVERSIDE       SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
RIVERSIDE UNIFIED                             RIVERSIDE       SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
ROBLA ELEMENTARY                              SACRAMENTO      FDK - New Constr. Consent 168  
ROCKFORD ELEMENTARY                           TULARE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
ROSEMEAD ELEMENTARY                           LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED                         SAN FRANCISCO   SFP - Mod. Consent 14  
SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED                         SAN FRANCISCO   SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
SAN LORENZO UNIFIED                           ALAMEDA         SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
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SAN LORENZO UNIFIED                           ALAMEDA         SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
SAN RAFAEL CITY HIGH                          MARIN           SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
SAN RAFAEL CITY HIGH                          MARIN           SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED                      CONTRA COSTA    SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED                      CONTRA COSTA    SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED                      CONTRA COSTA    SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
SANTA ANA UNIFIED ORANGE Unused Sites Consent 173  
SANTA PAULA UNIFIED VENTURA         SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
SANTA PAULA UNIFIED VENTURA         SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
SEELEY UNION ELEMENTARY                       IMPERIAL        FDK - New Constr. Consent 170  
STANDARD ELEMENTARY                           KERN            SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
STANDARD ELEMENTARY                           KERN            SFP - New Constr. Consent 43  
SYLVAN UNION ELEMENTARY                       STANISLAUS      SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
SYLVAN UNION ELEMENTARY                       STANISLAUS      SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED                       RIVERSIDE       SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
TULARE CITY ELEMENTARY                        TULARE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
TUSTIN UNIFIED                                ORANGE          SFP - New Constr. Consent 18  
VISALIA UNIFIED                               TULARE          SFP - Mod. Consent 14  
VISALIA UNIFIED                               TULARE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
WHEATLAND UNION HIGH                          YUBA            SFP - Mod. Consent 145  
WHITTIER CITY                                 LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 14/18  
WHITTIER CITY                                 LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
WHITTIER CITY                                 LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
WHITTIER CITY                                 LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
WHITTIER CITY                                 LOS ANGELES     SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
WILLOWS UNIFIED                               GLENN           SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
WOODLAKE UNIFIED TULARE          SFP - Mod. Consent 18  
WOODLAKE UNIFIED TULARE          SFP - Mod. Consent 43  
YUBA COUNTY OFFICE OF ED.               YUBA            SFP - New Constr. Consent 129  

 



OPSC PROGRAM CODES 

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM (SFP) 

50 – NEW CONSTRUCTION  

51 – FACILITY HARDSHIP NEW CONSTRUCTION  

52 – SFP JOINT-USE  

53 – CRITICALLY OVERCROWDED SCHOOLS  

54 – CHARTER SCHOOL FACILITIES PROGRAM  

55 – CAREER TECH NEW CONSTRUCTION  

56 – OVERCROWDING RELIEF GRANT PROGRAM 

57 – MODERNIZATION  

58 – FACILITY HARDSHIP MODERNIZATION  

59 – CAREER TECH MODERNIZATION

OTHER PROGRAMS 

25 – STATE RELOCATABLE CLASSROOM PROGRAM

34 – AIR CONDITIONING AND/OR INSULATION PROGRAM  

40 – DEFERRED MAINTENANCE PROGRAM  

61 – EMERGENCY REPAIR PROGRAM  

70 – FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN FACILITIES GRANT PROGRAM NEW 

CONSTRUCTION  

71 – FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN FACILITIES GRANT PROGRAM RETROFIT 



Minutes 



MINUTES 
State Allocation Board 

June 28, 2023 

Upon notice duly given, the meeting of the State Allocation Board (SAB) was held at the Department 
of General Services, Ziggurat Building, located at 707 3rd Street, 4th Floor, Room 4-221, in West 
Sacramento, California on June 28, 2023 at 4:00 p.m. 

Ms. Gayle Miller, the SAB Chair, announced that pursuant to Senate Bill 189 (Chapter 48, Statutes 
of 2022) this meeting would be conducted by way of teleconference/Zoom meeting. The meeting 
was physically webcast from Room 4-221 in the Ziggurat Building in West Sacramento for anyone 
that would have liked to provide public comment in person. 

Members of the SAB were present in order to establish a quorum for the meeting as follows: 

➢ Gayle Miller, Chief Deputy Director, Policy, Department of Finance (DOF), designated
representative for Joe Stephenshaw, Director, DOF

➢ Ana Lasso, Director, Department of General Services (DGS)
➢ Juan Mireles, Director, School Facilities and Transportation Services Division, California

Department of Education (CDE), designated representative for Tony Thurmond,
Superintendent of Public Instruction

➢ Jeremy Smith, Governor’s appointee
➢ Senator Scott Wilk
➢ Assembly Member Al Muratsuchi
➢ Assembly Member Laurie Davies

Members of the SAB absent were as follows: 

➢ Senator John Laird
➢ Senator Josh Newman
➢ Assembly Member Mia Bonta

Representative of the SAB was as follows: 

➢ Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer

Representatives of the Department of General Services, Office of Public School Construction 
(OPSC), were as follows: 

➢ Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer
➢ Barbara Kampmeinert, Deputy Executive Officer

Representative of the Department of General Services, Office of Legal Services, was as follows: 

➢ Ephraim Egan, Staff Counsel

With a quorum present, Ms. Miller, Chair, called the meeting to order at 4:04 p.m. The Chair 
presented a Resolution of the SAB to acknowledge Ms. Barbara Kampmeinert, Deputy Executive 
Officer, for her dedication and service to OPSC and the SAB over the last 20 years. The SAB 
thanked Ms. Kampmeinert for her expertise in finding creative ways to resolve issues for school 
districts. 
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June 28, 2023 

PRIOR MINUTES 

A motion was made, and seconded, to approve the May 31, 2023 meeting Minutes. The Chair called 
for a roll-call vote and the motion carried per the following votes: 

MEMBER AYE NAY ABSTAIN ABSENT 

Senator Wilk X 

Senator Laird X 

Senator Newman X 

Assembly Member Bonta X 

Assembly Member Muratsuchi X 

Assembly Member Davies X 

Juan Mireles X 

Jeremy Smith X 

Ana Lasso X 

Gayle Miller X 

Total 7 3 

Motion: 
Carried   X __ 
Failed   ____ 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S STATEMENT 

The Executive Officer informed the SAB of the following: 

Outreach: Public Schools on Military Installations 

On June 8, 2023, OPSC joined the Department of Defense’s (DOD) Federal Evaluation Team 
(FET) and Central Union Elementary School District representatives on the final site evaluation 
of Neutra Elementary School located on Naval Air Station Lemoore. This was the final 
walkthrough prior to DOD’s approval or design and construction funding under the Public 
Schools on Military Installations (PSMI) Program. The District has plans that are currently being 
reviewed and awaiting approval from the Division of the State Architect (DSA); upon approval of 
the plans by DSA the district will submit a full construction funding through the School Facility 
Program.  

On July 17 and 18, 2023, OPSC, along with the DOF and the Office of Local Defense 
Community Cooperation, will be visiting past, present, and future projects under the PSMI 
Program to assist with potential funding opportunities from Board-administered programs. Nine 
sites for three school districts will be toured on Vandenberg Space Force Base, Marine Corps 
Base Camp Pendleton, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, and Naval Base San Diego.  

Seismic Safety Commission 

The Seismic Safety Commission (SSC), as part of the California Office of Emergency Services, 
is required to provide annual reporting in alignment with Assembly Bill 100 (Statutes of 2020). 
As part of its annual reporting requirement, the SSC has requested OPSC to provide a report 
that outlines OPSC’s role with funding from the Seismic Mitigation Program. OPSC will be 
presenting the report to the SSC as part of its meeting on July 20, 2023.  
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June 28, 2023 

Next Meeting 

No meeting will be held in July 2023. The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, August 23, 
2023 at 4 p.m.  

CONSENT ITEMS 

A motion was made, and seconded, to approve the Consent calendar as presented. The Chair 
called for a roll-call vote and the motion carried per the following votes: 

MEMBER AYE NAY ABSTAIN ABSENT 

Senator Wilk X 

Senator Laird X 

Senator Newman X 

Assembly Member Bonta X 

Assembly Member Muratsuchi X 

Assembly Member Davies X 

Juan Mireles X 

Jeremy Smith X 

Ana Lasso X 

Gayle Miller X 

Total 7 3 

Motion: 
Carried   X _ 
Failed   ___ 

FINANCIAL REPORTS 

The SAB accepted the Financial Reports as presented. 

ACTION ITEMS 

Trona Joint Unified/San Bernardino  51/67892-00-001 

A motion was made, and seconded, to approve the District’s New School Project Excessive Cost 
Hardship grant as part of the Apportionment (Attachment E) for its Facility Hardship Program 
replacement funding application at Trona High School, despite the District’s request to retain an 
existing storage building with restroom facilities and football field. The Chair called for a roll-call vote 
and the motion carried per the following votes: 

MEMBER AYE NAY ABSTAIN ABSENT 

Senator Wilk X 

Senator Laird X 

Senator Newman X 

Assembly Member Bonta X 

Assembly Member Muratsuchi X 

Assembly Member Davies X 

Juan Mireles X 

Jeremy Smith X 

Ana Lasso X 

Gayle Miller X 

Total 7 3 

Motion: 
Carried   X _ 
Failed   ___ 
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June 28, 2023 

REPORTS, DISCUSSION, AND INFORMATION ITEMS 

The SAB acknowledged the following reports: 

• State Allocation Board Three-Month Projected Workload

• State Allocation Board Meeting Dates for the 2023 Calendar Year

• School Facility Program Unfunded List as of May 31, 2023

• School Facility Program Workload List of Applications Received
Through May 31, 2023

• California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day Kindergarten Facilities
Grant Program Workload List of Applications Received Through May 31, 2023

• School Facility Program Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority List as
of May 31, 2023

• Facility Hardship/Rehabilitation Approvals Without Funding as of May 31, 2023

CLOSED SESSION 

At 4:32 p.m. and in accordance with Government Code Section 11126(e)(1), the SAB convened into 
closed session for the purpose of conferring with and receiving advice from counsel regarding 
pending litigation. 

Upon conclusion of the closed session, the SAB reconvened into open session at 4:41 p.m. The 
Chair reported out that, as a result of the March 23, 2023, Writ of Mandate on Remand from the 
Orange County Superior Court and the California Court of Appeals Fourth Appellate District, Division 
Three’s directives, the SAB will be presenting an item at the August 23, 2023 SAB meeting on the 
Construction Cost Index Adjustments for specific projects approved at the September 6, 2017 SAB 
meeting. On July 14, 2023, OPSC will post to its website and email all stakeholders on its email list a 
copy of the preliminary report. The public may remit a response to the preliminary report by end of 
day on August 1, 2023. The responses will be attached to the August item and comments may be 
addressed in the item if necessary.  

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business to come before the SAB, the Chair adjourned the meeting at 4:43 
p.m.
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ATTACHMENT A
Approved Consent Items on 06/28/2023

Program Application No. School District County Name 

SFP - Mod. 57/71811-00-003 ALTA VISTA ELEMENTARY TULARE      

SFP – Mod. 57/64279-00-028 AZUSA UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 

SFP – Mod. 57/64279-00-000 AZUSA UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 

SFP – New Constr. 50/65649-00-001 BALLICO-CRESSEY ELEMENTARY MERCED 

SFP – Mod. 57/73973-00-000 CENTER JOINT UNIFIED SACRAMENTO  

SFP – Mod. 57/66316-00-002 CHICAGO PARK ELEMENTARY NEVADA 

SFP – Mod. 57/61598-00-000 COLUSA UNIFIED COLUSA 

SFP – Mod. 57/61598-00-001 COLUSA UNIFIED COLUSA 

SFP – Mod. 57/61598-00-002 COLUSA UNIFIED COLUSA 

SFP – Mod. 57/61598-00-003 COLUSA UNIFIED COLUSA 

SFP – Mod. 57/67058-00-020 DESERT SANDS UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – Mod. 57/67058-00-021 DESERT SANDS UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – Mod. 57/67058-00-000 DESERT SANDS UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – Mod. 57/75168-00-001 EL TEJON UNIFIED KERN 

SFP – Mod. 57/75168-00-002 EL TEJON UNIFIED KERN 

SFP – Mod. 57/75168-00-003 EL TEJON UNIFIED KERN 

SFP – Mod. 57/75168-00-000 EL TEJON UNIFIED KERN 

SFP – New Constr. 50/67314-00-000 ELK GROVE UNIFIED SACRAMENTO 
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ATTACHMENT A
Approved Consent Items on 06/28/2023

Program Application No. School District County Name 

SFP – New Constr. 50/67314-00-049 ELK GROVE UNIFIED SACRAMENTO 

SFP – Mod. 57/67314-00-036 ELK GROVE UNIFIED SACRAMENTO 

SFP – Mod. 57/67314-00-000 ELK GROVE UNIFIED SACRAMENTO 

SFP - Mod. 57/67702-00-003 ETIWANDA ELEMENTARY SAN BERNARDINO  

SFP - Mod. 57/67702-00-000 ETIWANDA ELEMENTARY SAN BERNARDINO  

SFP – Mod. 57/75515-00-012 EUREKA CITY SCHOOLS HUMBOLDT 

SFP - Mod. 57/75515-00-000 EUREKA CITY SCHOOLS HUMBOLDT        

SFP – New Constr. 50/70540-00-032 FAIRFIELD-SUISUN UNIFIED SOLANO 

SFP – New Constr. 50/67330-21-012 FOLSOM-CORDOVA UNIFIED SACRAMENTO 

SFP – New Constr. 50/67330-21-000 FOLSOM-CORDOVA UNIFIED SACRAMENTO 

Continued Use 91/62166-00-000 FRESNO UNIFIED FRESNO 

SFP – Mod. 57/66522-00-094 GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED ORANGE 

SFP – Mod. 57/66522-00-095 GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED ORANGE 

SFP – Mod. 50/66522-00-096 GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED ORANGE 

SFP – Mod. 57/63917-00-007 HANFORD ELEMENTARY KINGS 

SFP – Mod. 57/63917-00-008 HANFORD ELEMENTARY KINGS 

SFP – Mod. 57/63917-00-000 HANFORD ELEMENTARY KINGS 

SFP – Mod. 57/63529-00-000 KERN HIGH KERN 
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ATTACHMENT A
Approved Consent Items on 06/28/2023

Program Application No. School District County Name 

SFP – Mod. 57/63529-00-013 KERN HIGH KERN 

SFP – Mod. 58/71746-00-002 LEWISTON ELEMENTARY TRINITY 

Full-Day Kinder. 70/71993-00-010 LINDSAY UNIFIED TULARE 

SFP – New Constr. 50/64725-05-004 LONG BEACH UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 

SFP – New Constr. 50/64725-05-000 LONG BEACH UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 

SFP - Mod. 57/64733-00-687 LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES  

SFP - Mod. 57/64733-00-000 LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES  

SFP – New Constr. 50/65755-00-013 LOS BANOS UNIFIED MERCED 

SFP – Mod. 57/68759-00-018 LUCIA MAR UNIFIED SAN LUIS OBISPO 

SFP – Mod. 57/68759-00-017 LUCIA MAR UNIFIED SAN LUIS OBISPO 

SFP – Mod. 57/68759-00-000 LUCIA MAR UNIFIED SAN LUIS OBISPO 

SFP – New Constr. 50/68759-00-000 LUCIA MAR UNIFIED SAN LUIS OBISPO 

Full-Day Kinder. 70/69542-00-002 LUTHER BURBANK ELEMENTARY SANTA CLARA 

SFP – Mod. 57/66092-00-033 MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED MONTEREY 

SFP – Mod. 57/66092-00-036 MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED MONTEREY 

SFP – Mod. 57/67124-00-020 MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED MONTEREY 

SFP – Mod. 57/61747-00-004 MORAGA ELEMENTARY CONTRA COSTA 

SFP – Mod. 57/61747-00-000 MORAGA ELEMENTARY CONTRA COSTA 
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ATTACHMENT A
Approved Consent Items on 06/28/2023

Program Application No. School District County Name 

SFP – Mod. 57/67124-00-000 MORENO VALLEY UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – Mod. 57/67124-00-027 MORENO VALLEY UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – Mod. 57/67124-00-026 MORENO VALLEY UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – Mod. 57/66597-00-051 NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED ORANGE 

SFP – Mod. 57/66597-00-000 NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED ORANGE 

SFP – New Constr. 50/67173-00-000 PALM SPRINGS UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – New Constr. 57/67173-00-016 PALM SPRINGS UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – Mod. 57/63362-00-006 PANAMA-BUENA VISTA UNION KERN 

SFP – Mod. 57/63362-00-000 PANAMA-BUENA VISTA UNION KERN 

SFP – New Constr. 50/62638-00-002 PLAZA ELEMENTARY GLENN 

SFP – Mod. 57/67215-00-042 RIVERSIDE UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – Mod. 57/67215-00-043 RIVERSIDE UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – New Constr. 50/67215-00-035 RIVERSIDE UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – New Constr. 50/67215-00-036 RIVESIDE UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – Mod. 57/67215-00-044 RIVERSIDE UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – Mod. 57/67215-00-000 RIVERSIDE UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – New Constr. 50/67215-00-000 RIVERSIDE UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 

SFP – New Constr. 50/75085-00-016 ROCKLIN UNIFIED PLACER 
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ATTACHMENT A
Approved Consent Items on 06/28/2023

Program Application No. School District County Name 

SFP – New Constr. 50/75085-00-000 ROCKLIN UNIFIED PLACER 

SFP – New Constr. 50/67439-00-000 SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SACRAMENTO 

SFP – Mod. 57/67439-00-077 SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SACRAMENTO 

SFP – Mod. 57/67439-00-078 SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SACRAMENTO      

SFP – Mod. 57/73635-00-000 SADDLEBACK VALLEY UNIFIED ORANGE      

SFP – Mod. 57/67876-00-000 SAN BERNARDINO CITY UNIFIED SAN BERNARDINO  

SFP – Mod. 57/67876-00-110 SAN BERNARDINO CITY UNIFIED SAN BERNARDINO  

SFP – Mod. 57/68478-00-063 SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SAN FRANCISCO 

SFP – Mod. 57/68478-00-064 SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SAN FRANCISCO 

SFP – Mod. 57/68478-00-000 SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SAN FRANCISCO 

SFP - Mod. 57/69666-00-000 SAN JOSE UNIFIED SANTA CLARA  

SFP – Mod. 57/69666-00-053 SAN JOSE UNIFIED SANTA CLARA 

SFP – Mod. 57/69666-00-054 SAN JOSE UNIFIED SANTA CLARA 

SFP – New Constr. 50/68676-05-002 STOCKTON UNIFIED SAN JOAQUIN 

SFP – Mod. 57/68676-00-041 STOCKTON UNIFIED SAN JOAQUIN 

SFP – Mod. 57/66944-00-020 TAHOE-TRUCKEE UNIFIED PLACER 

SFP – Mod. 57/66944-00-000 TAHOE-TRUCKEE UNIFIED PLACER 

SFP – New Constr. 50/72652-00-000 VENTURA UNIFIED VENTURA 
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ATTACHMENT A
Approved Consent Items on 06/28/2023

Program Application No. School District County Name 

SFP – New Constr. 50/72652-00-004 VENTURA UNIFIED VENTURA 

Unused Sites 92/69344-00-000 VISTA DEL MAR UNION ELEMENTARY SANTA BARBARA 

SFP – Mod. 57/73460-00-013 WALNUT VALLEY UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 

SFP – Mod. 57/73460-00-000 WALNUT VALLEY UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 

SFP – Mod. 57/72694-00-000 WASHINGTON UNIFIED YOLO 

SFP – Mod. 57/72694-00-019 WASHINGTON UNIFIED YOLO 

SFP – New Constr. 50/66951-00-012 WESTERN PLACER UNIFIED PLACER 

SFP - New Constr. 50/66951-00-011 WESTERN PLACER UNIFIED PLACER      
/W

SFP – New Constr. 50/66951-00-000 WESTERN PLACER UNIFIED PLACER 

SFP – Mod. 57/72769-00-002 WHEATLAND UNION HIGH YUBA 

SFP – Mod. 57/65110-00-018 WHITTIER CITY LOS ANGELES 

SFP – Mod. 57/65110-00-016 WHITTIER CITY LOS ANGELES 

SFP – Mod. 57/65110-00-017 WHITTIER CITY LOS ANGELES 

SFP - Mod. 57/65110-00-000 WHITTIER CITY LOS ANGELES  
W
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Resolution:  2023-08-11 

RESOLUTION OF THE STATE ALLOCATION BOARD 

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO MICHAEL WATANABE 

DEPUTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

WHEREAS, Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer of the State Allocation Board, has 
been delegated certain functions by the Board, and 

WHEREAS, Michael Watanabe has been appointed Deputy Executive Officer for 
the Office of Public School Construction. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That any authority to perform all 
functions heretofore or hereafter delegated to the Executive Officer may be further 
delegated by the Executive Officer to the Deputy Executive Officer, including but not 
limited to, the authority to sign contracts authorized by the State Allocation Board and 
the authority to file regulations on behalf of the State Allocation Board. This authority 
shall be effective from August 23, 2023 forward. 
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Executive Officer Statement 



EXECUTIVE OFFICER STATEMENT 
State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

2023/2024 STATE BUDGET UPDATES 

California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day Kindergarten Facilities Grant 
Program  
Senate Bill (SB) 114 was signed by the Governor on July 10, 2023. This bill provided additional 
time for the General Fund apportionments to the Program for the 2021/2022 and the 2022/2023 
fiscal years to be encumbered or expended until June 30, 2027 for the 2021/2022 fiscal year 
funding and extend encumbrance until June 30, 2028 for the 2022/2023 fiscal year funding. The 
bill specified the intent to provide $550,000,000 from the General Fund in the 2024/2025 fiscal 
year, rather than the originally planned 2023/2024 fiscal year. 

Funding for School Facility Program (SFP) 
SB 114 approved an appropriation of $1,960,500,000 from the General Fund to the State 
Allocation Board to provide funding for SFP new construction and modernization projects for the 
2023/2024 fiscal year. The bill also declared intent to provide $875,000,000 from the General 
Fund to the State Allocation Board in the 2024/2025 fiscal year.  

Other Impacts to School Facility Program 
SB 114 removed the requirement included in the State Controller’s Office’s (SCO) K-12 Audit 
Guide that savings from projects receiving funding from the Charter School Facility Program, 
Career Technical Education Facilities Program, and/or financial hardship assistance must be 
returned to the State.  

CALIFORNIA PRESCHOOL, TRANSITIONAL KINDERGARTEN AND FULL-DAY 
KINDERGARTEN FACILITIES GRANT PROGRAM APPORTIONMENTS 

The second filing round for the expanded California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and 
Full-Day Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program occurred from February 1, 2023 through March 
2, 2023. As of March 14, 2023, OPSC received a total of 446 applications from 208 applicants 
requesting an estimated $1,479.2 million. There is approximately $367 million available to 
allocate to eligible applications in this round. 

OPSC intends to present the first funding requests from this round at the September meeting 
for the Board’s consideration.  

NEXT MEETING 

The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, September 27, 2023 at 3 p.m. The location of 
the meeting will be determined and announced at a later date.  
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Resolution: 2023-08-09 

State of California 
State Allocation Board 

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM 

 This Resolution of the State Allocation Board (hereafter referred to as the “Board”) is applicable 
to the appropriate sections of the Education Code and is described and filed in the office of the 
Executive Officer and will be made available to all interested parties as the Resolution pertains to the 
documents attached hereto. Said documents were acted upon by the Board at its meeting on August 
23, 2023. 

 WHEREAS, the Board has previously approved or determined to be approvable a number of 
projects for construction or modernization eligibility of facilities for school districts and is making 
apportionments and/or unfunded approvals for the grant amounts for projects that meet the Board’s 
criteria for the apportionment of grants pursuant to Education Code Sections 17072.10, 17078.52, 
17078.70, 17079 or 17074.10 or Board Regulations 1859.81.1 or 1859.83; 

 WHEREAS, Treasury Regulations Section 1.150-2 require the State (on whose behalf the 
Board is acting) to declare its reasonable intent to provide grant funding to school districts, in 
accordance with Board policy and law, for costs of the projects with proceeds of State bonds. 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: 

1. This Resolution is adopted by the Board for the purposes of establishing compliance with 
Treasury Regulations Section 1.150-2 and this Resolution does not bind the Board to make any 
additional apportionment or bind the State to incur any indebtedness. 

2. The Board anticipates that some or all of the school districts listed on the list of “Projects” 
referred to in this Resolution will pay certain capital expenditures in connection with some or all 
of the project’s cost prior to the issuance of bonds by the State to pay for the grants for the 
projects.  The reimbursement of such costs is consistent with the State’s budgetary and 
financial circumstances, and in accordance with Board policy, as no other funds or accounts of 
the State have been budgeted or are available to pay the costs of the projects on either a short-
term or a long-term basis. 

3. The Board, acting on behalf of the State, hereby declares that it is the State’s official intent to 
use proceeds of general obligation bonds and/or General Fund proceeds that may become 
available for such purpose, consistent with the requirements of law that are in effect at the time 
the funds are available, to provide grants, in accordance with applicable, laws and regulations. 

4. This Resolution shall be continuously available for inspection by the general public during 
normal business hours at the offices of the Board at 707 3rd Street, West Sacramento, 
California, commencing within one week after the date of enactment of this Resolution. 

5. Any eligibility determination does not constitute a commitment of future funding by the Board. 
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REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY 
ESTABLISHMENTS 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To present the Districts’ requests for School Facility Program (SFP) eligibility 
approval. 

DESCRIPTION 

The school districts shown in the following sections have complied with State 
Allocation Board (Board) regulations regarding new construction or 
modernization eligibility determinations for the projects listed. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Approve the eligibility determinations for the districts/projects shown on the 
Attachment. 

2. Provide that this approval of eligibility determination for the districts/projects 
listed does not constitute a commitment for future funding by the Board. 

3. For purposes of any application for funding, provide that the district must 
comply with all requirements of law and regulations pertaining to the SFP. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023 

ELIGIBILITY APPROVALS 
NEW CONSTRUCTION 

 

District School Name County Application 
Number  
50/ 

Justification 
Document 
Date 

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
K-6 

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
7-8 

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
9-12 

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
Non Severe 

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
Severe 

Napa Valley Unified Super HSAA 
American  
Canyon (1)  
and Napa (3) 

Napa 66266-04-000 03/31/2023 1,218 -788 1,292 76 49 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023 

ELIGIBILITY APPROVALS 
MODERNIZATION 

District School Name County Application 
Number 
57/ 

Justification 
Document 
Date 

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
K-6

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
7-8

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
9-12

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
Non Severe 

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
Severe 

Center Joint 
Unified 

Center High Sacramento 73973-00-000 07/12/2023 0 0 1,223 0 9 

Greenfield Union Fairview 
Elementary 

Kern 63503-00-000 10/31/2019 472 0 0 5 9 

Greenfield Union Kendrick (W.A.) 
Elementary 

Kern 63503-00-000 10/31/2019 815 0 0 0 0 

Greenfield Union Leon H. Ollivier 
Middle 

Kern 63503-00-000 10/31/2019 0 780 0 23 2 

Greenfield Union Raffaello Palla 
Elementary 

Kern 63503-00-000 10/31/2019 875 0 0 0 0 

Hesperia Unified Sultana High San 
Bernardino 

75044-00-000 06/29/2023 0 0 1,833 26 0 

Kelseyville Unified Mountain Vista 
Middle 

Lake 64014-00-000 07/12/2023 0 365 0 13 8 

Kelseyville Unified Riviera 
Elementary 

Lake 64014-00-000 06/22/2023 276 0 0 0 0 

Long Beach 
Unified 

Alvarado (Juan 
Bautista) 
Elementary 

Los Angeles 64725-00-000 08/25/2017 387 0 0 5 18 

Long Beach 
Unified 

Bixby 
Elementary 

Los Angeles 64725-00-000 08/25/2017 50 0 0 0 0 

Moraga 
Elementary 

Donald L. 
Rheem 
Elementary 

Contra Costa 61747-00-000 03/13/2018 416 0 0 0 0 

Moreno Valley 
Unified 

North Ridge 
Elementary 

Riverside 67124-00-000 06/29/2023 582 0 0 24 0 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023 

District School Name County Application 
Number 
57/ 

Justification 
Document 
Date 

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
K-6

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
7-8

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
9-12

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
Non Severe 

Site Baseline 
Eligibility 
Severe 

Oak Park Unified Medea Creek 
Middle 

Ventura 73874-00-000 07/10/2023 0 933 0 0 0 

Redwood City 
Elementary 

Ford (Henry) 
Elementary 

San Mateo 69005-00-000 04/17/2019 357 0 0 11 0 

Redwood City 
Elementary 

Rocketship 
Redwood City 

San Mateo 69005-00-000 06/29/2023 75 0 0 0 0 

Riverside Unified Longfellow 
Elementary 

Riverside 67215-00-000 05/23/2023 275 0 0 0 0 

San Francisco 
Unified 

George 
Washington High 

San 
Francisco 

68478-63-000 06/26/2023 0 0 1,701 174 27 

Visalia Unified Golden West 
High 

Tulare 72256-00-000 05/22/2023 0 0 1,780 0 0 

Whittier City Sorensen 
(Christian) 
Elementary 

Los Angeles 65110-00-000 06/22/2023 403 0 0 0 16 
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REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY 
ADJUSTMENTS 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To adjust the baseline eligibility for new construction and modernization projects under the 
Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998. 

DESCRIPTION 

The districts listed on Attachment A have received eligibility approval for new construction.  
There has been a change in their baseline in accordance with the California Code of 
Regulations relating to the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, Section 1859.51. 

The districts listed on Attachment B have received eligibility approval for modernization.  
There has been a change in their baseline in accordance with the California Code of 
Regulations relating to the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, Section 1859.61. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Approve an adjustment to the new construction eligibility baseline determination as 
shown on Attachment A. 

2. Approve an adjustment to the modernization eligibility baseline determination as shown 
on Attachment B. 

3. Provide that this approval of adjusted eligibility determination does not constitute a 
commitment for future funding by the State Allocation Board. 
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KEY TO ADJUSTMENTS 

NEW CONSTRUCTION ONLY 

(a) Reduced by the number of pupils provided grants in a new construction School Facility Program (SFP) project and by the 
number of pupils that received a Preliminary Apportionment pursuant to Section 1859.140 or a Preliminary Charter School 
Apportionment pursuant to Regulation Section 1859.162.2. 

 

(b) Reduced by the number of pupils housed, based on the loading standards pursuant to Ed. Code Section 17071.25(a)(2)(A), in 
a new construction LPP project funded under the provisions of the LPP pursuant to Regulation Section 1859.12 or 1859.13. 

 

(c) Reduced by the number of pupils housed in additional classrooms constructed or purchased based on the loading standards, 
pursuant to Ed. Code Section 17071.25(a)(2)(A), in a modernization SFP project. 

 

(d) Adjusted as a result of audit findings made pursuant to Regulation Sections 1859.90 and 1859.105. 
 

(e) Increased/decreased by changes in projected enrollment in subsequent enrollment reporting years, except as provided in (j) 
below. 

 

(f) Adjusted as a result of errors or omissions by the district or by the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC). 
 

(g) Adjusted as result of amendments to the SFP Regulations that affect the eligibility. 
 

(h) Increased by the number of pupils eligible for grants pursuant to Regulation Section 1859.82.1(b)(4)(A) or 1859.82.2(b)(4)(A). 
 

(i) Reduced by the number of pupils housed in classrooms provided after the baseline eligibility was determined by the State 
Allocation Board, with 12 exceptions at Regulation Section 1859.51(i). 

 

(j) For Small School Districts, following a 3-year period after the district’s eligibility was approved by the Board, decreased by any 
reduction in projected enrollment, and by any increase in pupils in the latest CDE operational grant report per Ed. Code Sec. 
42268. 

 

(k) Adjusted for any changes in classroom inventory as a result of a reorganization election. 
 

(l) For classroom loading standards adopted by the Board for non-severely and severely disabled individuals with exceptional 
needs. 

 

(m) As directed by the SAB due to finding a Material Inaccuracy pursuant to Section 1859.104.1. 
 

(n) Increased by the number of pupils that received a Preliminary Apportionment that was rescinded pursuant to Section 
1859.148 or a Preliminary Charter School Apportionment that was rescinded pursuant to Section 1859.166. 

 

(o) Adjusted for operational grant changes as determined/provided by the California Department of Education. 
 

(p) For High School Attendance Area (HSAA) districts with Preliminary Apportionments within the 2002 or 2004 Critically 
Overcrowded School Facilities Account, adjusted in accordance with Regulation Section 1859.51(p)(1), (2), or (3). 

 

(q) Adjusted by the difference between the Alternative Enrollment Projection for the current enrollment reporting year and the 
projected enrollment determined pursuant to Section 1859.42 for the current enrollment reporting year, or by the eligibility 
remaining from this calculation that can no longer be utilized if the funds made available pursuant to EC Section 
17071.75(a)(1)(A) have been exhausted. 

 

(r) Adjusted per Ed. Code Sec. 17071.75(b)(2) by the number of pupils housed, based on the loading standards per Ed. Code 
Sec. 17071.25(a)(2)(A), in any classroom(s) where title was relinquished to the School District receiving the transferred 
classrooms. 

 

(s) Increased by the capacity of classrooms included in an approved application, with two qualifiers that must be met in 
Regulation Section 1859.51(s). 
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KEY TO ADJUSTMENTS 

MODERNIZATION ONLY 

(a) Reduced by the number of pupils provided grants in a modernization SFP project or CSFP Rehabilitation project at the 
specific site. 

 

(b) Reduced by the number of pupils housed, based on the loading standard pursuant to EC Section 17071.25(a)(2), in a 
modernization LPP project funded under the LPP pursuant to Regulation Section 1859.14 and 1859.15. 

 

(c) Increased by changes in projected enrollment in subsequent enrollment reporting years. 
 

(d) (1)  Increased for additional facilities not previously modernized with State funds, that become 25 years old, if permanent, or 
20 years old, if portable or, (2) as a result of audit findings made pursuant to Regulation Sections 1859.90 and 1859.105. 

 

(e) Adjusted as a result of errors or omissions by the district or by the OPSC. 
 

(f) Adjusted as result of amendments to the Subgroup 5.5 Regulations that affect the eligibility. 
 

(g) For classroom loading standards adopted by the Board for non-severely and severely disabled individuals with exceptional 
needs. 

 

(h) As directed by the SAB due to finding a Material Inaccuracy pursuant to Regulation Section 1859.104.1. 
 

(i) Increased for facilities previously modernized with State funds, which qualify for an additional modernization apportionment 
pursuant to Regulation Section 1859.78.8. 

 

(j) Adjusted as a result of the Reconfiguration of an existing high school under the Small High School Program. 
 

(k) Decreased for facilities that were deemed eligible for modernization pursuant to Regulation Sections 1859.60 and 1859.61(d) 
and subsequently replaced, or will be replaced under a signed contract for construction or acquisition of facilities, in a project 
funded by the district without participation from the State. 

 

(l) Adjusted as a result of replaced eligible portables funded with the Overcrowding Relief Grant, per Ed. Code Section 17079 et 
seq. 

 

(m) Adjusted upon Board approval of the local school board resolution acknowledging that the buildings have been removed from 
K-12 use. 
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State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 
ATTACHMENT A 

District: Albany Unified 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Alameda 
Application Number: 50/61127-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  82 13 604 -22 3 
Adjustment Per This Item e  737 159 59 0 17 
Adjustment Per This Item i  -50 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  769 172 663 -22 20 

 
 
District: Chowchilla Unified 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Madera 
Application Number: 50/65193-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  540 149 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  31 9 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  571 158 0 0 0 

 
 
District: Dublin Unified 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Alameda 
Application Number: 50/75093-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  2,348 723 2,402 132 166 
Adjustment Per This Item e  -883 -367 -686 -54 -7 

Net Baseline Eligibility  1,465 356 1,716 78 159 

 
 
District: El Centro Elementary 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Imperial 
Application Number: 50/63123-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  950 -229 0 268 0 
Adjustment Per This Item f  -1,742 34 0 -119 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  984 -49 0 22 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  192 -244 0 171 0 
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State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 
ATTACHMENT A 

 
District: Fountain Valley Elementary 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Orange 
Application Number: 50/66498-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6      7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  -401 -1,080 0 105 -141 
Adjustment Per This Item i 0 -54 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  -401 -1,134 0 105 -141 

 
 
District: Fremont Unified 
Attendance Area: Washington 
County: Alameda 
Application Number: 50/61176-08-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  -82 -57 -40 70 142 
Adjustment Per This Item e  -531 -288 -56 -44 29 
Adjustment Per This Item i  0 0 -216 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  -613 -345 -312 26 171 

 
 
District: Glendale Unified 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 50/64568-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6      7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  -3,839 -1,551 -987 -12 172 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 0 0 -45 

Net Baseline Eligibility  -3,839 -1,551 -987 -12 127 

 
 
District: Lake Elsinore Unified 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Riverside 
Application Number: 50/75176-00-000 

 Type of Adj.     K-6       7-8    9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  2,664 -577 -498 -40 249 
Adjustment Per This Item e  -1,875 -617 -704 574 -133 

Net Baseline Eligibility  789 -1,194 -1,202 534 116 
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District: Lucerne Elementary 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Lake 
Application Number: 50/64048-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  30 78 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  190 17 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  220 95 0 0 0 

 
 
District: Madera Unified 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Madera 
Application Number: 50/65243-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8  9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  1,119 412    751 -283 -18 
Adjustment Per This Item e  -1,443 59 250 -1 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  -324 471 1,001 -284 -18 

 
 
District: Martinez Unified 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Contra Costa 
Application Number: 50/61739-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  381 -304 -54 44 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  -233 -247 -505 -67 25 

Net Baseline Eligibility  148 -551 -559 -23 25 

 
 
District: Napa Valley Unified 
Attendance Area: American Canyon 
County: Napa 
Application Number: 50/66266-01-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  -817 3 713 -25 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  817 -3 -713 25 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
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District: Napa Valley Unified 
Attendance Area: Napa 
County: Napa 
Application Number: 50/66266-03-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility    769 -1,136 -527 -22 17 
Adjustment Per This Item c 0 270 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e -769 866 527 22 -17

Net Baseline Eligibility 0 0 0 0 0 

District: Napa Valley Unified 
Attendance Area: Super HSAA American Canyon (1) And Napa (3) 
County: Napa 
Application Number: 50/66266-04-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility 1,218 -788 1,292 76 49 
Adjustment Per This Item a -475 0 0 -13 0 
Adjustment Per This Item a -1,244 0 -862 -52 -18

Net Baseline Eligibility -501 -788 430 11 31 

District: Oak Park Unified 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Ventura 
Application Number: 50/73874-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility -198 -183 272 -2 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c 0 -54 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility -198 -237 272 -2 0 

District: Riverside Unified 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Riverside 
Application Number: 50/67215-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 3,110 -1,613 726 402 221 
Adjustment Per This Item c -250 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c -25 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility 2,835 -1,613 726 402 221 
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District: Standard Elementary 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Kern 
Application Number: 50/63792-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  419 -211 0 32 37 
Adjustment Per This Item e  -218 49 0 44 -14 

Net Baseline Eligibility  201 -162 0 76 23 

 
 
District: Tustin Unified 
Attendance Area: District-Wide 
County: Orange 
Application Number: 50/73643-00-000 

 Type of Adj.      K-6   7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  2,189 146 268 194 47 
Adjustment Per This Item e  -1,733 -453 -346 49 -32 

Net Baseline Eligibility  456 -307 -78 243 15 
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District: Anaheim Union High 
School Name: Western High 
County: Orange 
Application Number: 57/66431-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 785 20 15 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 0 1,147 28 21 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 33 -2 2 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 13 -3 -2 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 25 2 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 15 -4 2 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 8 -2 1 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 7 3 -1 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 11 7 -2 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 261 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 -23 8 6 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 2,282 57 42 

 
 
District: Azusa Unified 
School Name: Azusa High 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64279-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c 0 0 -133 69 9 
Adjustment Per This Item c 0 0 -46 1 1 
Adjustment Per This Item c 0 0 -98 -36 30 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 -277 34 40 

 
 
District: Azusa Unified 
School Name: Slauson Intermediate 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64279-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 58 0 2 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 58 0 2 0 
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District: Burton 
School Name: Burton Elementary 
County: Tulare 
Application Number: 57/71837-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility -275 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e 75 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e 0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 200 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility 0 0 0 0 0 

District: Burton 
School Name: Burton Elementary (Do Not Use) 
County: Tulare 
Application Number: 57/71837-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e 275 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e -275 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility 0 0 0 0 0 

District: Burton 
School Name: Jim Maples Academy 
County: Tulare 
Application Number: 57/71837-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 100 0 0 3 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 68 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility 168 0 0 3 0 

District: Burton 
School Name: Oak Grove School 
County: Tulare 
Application Number: 57/71837-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 60 0 0 11 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c 46 0 0 11 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility 106 0 0 22 0 
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District: Calexico Unified 
School Name: Calexico High 
County: Imperial 
Application Number: 57/63099-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 78 -3 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 890 -2 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 0 743 3 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 1,711 -2 0 

 
 
District: Center Joint Unified 
School Name: Center High 
County: Sacramento 
Application Number: 57/73973-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 1,223 0 9 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 40 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 1,263 0 9 

 
 
District: Centralia Elementary 
School Name: Los Coyotes Elementary 
County: Orange 
Application Number: 57/66472-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  42 0 0 -6 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  42 0 0 -6 0 

 
 
District: Centralia Elementary 
School Name: San Marino Elementary 
County: Orange 
Application Number: 57/66472-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 94 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  94 0 0 0 0 
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District: Chino Valley Unified 
School Name: Ayala (Ruben S.) High 
County: San Bernardino 
Application Number: 57/67678-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 2,195 53 30 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 19 -21 6 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 2,214 32 36 

 
 
District: Corcoran Joint Unified 
School Name: John Muir Middle 
County: Kings 
Application Number: 57/63891-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 86 0 37 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 88 0 -50 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 174 0 -13 0 

 
 
District: Corona-Norco Unified 
School Name: Jefferson Elementary 
County: Riverside 
Application Number: 57/67033-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  24 0 0 -24 0 
Adjustment Per This Item g  -1 0 0 2 0 
Adjustment Per This Item f  -22 0 0 22 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 951 0 0 24 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  952 0 0 24 0 

 
 
District: Elk Grove Unified 
School Name: Foulks Ranch Elementary 
County: Sacramento 
Application Number: 57/67314-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  590 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 305 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  895 0 0 0 0 
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District: Garden Grove Unified 
School Name: Morningside Elementary 
County: Orange 
Application Number: 57/66522-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 32 0 0 2 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  32 0 0 2 0 

 
 
District: Garden Grove Unified 
School Name: Newhope Elementary 
County: Orange 
Application Number: 57/66522-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 59 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  59 0 0 0 0 

 
 
District: Greenfield Union 
School Name: Fairview Elementary 
County: Kern 
Application Number: 57/63503-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  472 0 0 5 9 
Adjustment Per This Item c  34 0 0 7 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  506 0 0 12 9 

 
 
District: Greenfield Union 
School Name: Greenfield Middle 
County: Kern 
Application Number: 57/63503-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 270 0 12 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 270 0 12 0 
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District: Greenfield Union 
School Name: Leon H. Ollivier Middle 
County: Kern 
Application Number: 57/63503-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 0 780 0 23 2 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 260 0 7 1 
Adjustment Per This Item c 0 39 0 -6 -3

Net Baseline Eligibility 0 1,079 0 24 0 

District: Greenfield Union 
School Name: Planz Elementary 
County: Kern 
Application Number: 57/63503-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 303 0 0 6 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility 303 0 0 6 0 

District: Greenfield Union 
School Name: Prosperity Elementary (Aka Plantation Elementary) 
County: Kern 
Application Number: 57/63503-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 228 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility 228 0 0 0 0 

District: Greenfield Union 
School Name: Raffaello Palla Elementary 
County: Kern 
Application Number: 57/63503-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 875 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 49 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility 924 0 0 0 0 
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District: Hanford Elementary 
School Name: Richmond (Lee) Elementary 
County: Kings 
Application Number: 57/63917-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  -16 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  2 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 493 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  479 0 0 0 0 

 
 
District: Hanford Elementary 
School Name: Roosevelt Elementary 
County: Kings 
Application Number: 57/63917-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item g  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  25 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 139 0 0 13 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  59 0 0 -3 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  223 0 0 10 0 

 
 
District: Happy Camp Union Elementary 
School Name: Happy Camp Elementary 
County: Siskiyou 
Application Number: 57/70334-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  125 54 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 1 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  125 55 0 0 0 
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District: Hesperia Unified 
School Name: Joshua Circle Elementary 
County: San Bernardino 
Application Number: 57/75044-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  530 0 0 8 6 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 224 0 0 4 2 

Net Baseline Eligibility  754 0 0 12 8 

 
 
District: Kelseyville Unified 
School Name: Kelseyville Elementary 
County: Lake 
Application Number: 57/64014-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  140 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  7 0 0 2 8 

Net Baseline Eligibility  147 0 0 2 8 

 
 
District: Kelseyville Unified 
School Name: Mountain Vista Middle 
County: Lake 
Application Number: 57/64014-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 365 0 13 8 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 20 0 4 -2 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 385 0 17 6 

 
 
District: Kelseyville Unified 
School Name: Riviera Elementary 
County: Lake 
Application Number: 57/64014-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  276 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 0 0 3 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  276 0 0 3 0 
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District: Little Lake City Elementary 
School Name: Lakeside Junior High 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64717-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item g 0 -7 0 0 6 
Adjustment Per This Item f 0 7 0 0 -6
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 517 0 0 12

Net Baseline Eligibility 0 517 0 0 12 

District: Long Beach Unified 
School Name: Alvarado (Juan Bautista) Elementary 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64725-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 387 0 0 5 18 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 0 0 0 2 

Net Baseline Eligibility 387 0 0 5 20 

District: Long Beach Unified 
School Name: Bixby Elementary 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64725-00-000 

Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe

Current Baseline Eligibility 50 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 405 0 0 5 15 

Net Baseline Eligibility 455 0 0 5 15 
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District: Long Beach Unified 
School Name: Muir Elementary 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64725-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  999 0 0 13 18 
Adjustment Per This Item c  -74 131 0 23 4 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 -69 0 0 7 -1 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 63 9 0 3 1 

Net Baseline Eligibility  919 140 0 46 22 

 
 
District: Los Alamitos Unified 
School Name: Rossmoor Elementary 
County: Orange 
Application Number: 57/73924-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e 0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 27 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c 19 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  46 0 0 0 0 

 
 
District: Los Alamitos Unified 
School Name: Weaver (Jack L.) Elementary 
County: Orange 
Application Number: 57/73924-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  -10 0 0 10 28 

Net Baseline Eligibility  -10 0 0 10 28 
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District: Los Angeles Unified 
School Name: Dorsey (Susan Miller) Sr High 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64733-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 218 -63 -42 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item g  0 0 -108 52 0 
Adjustment Per This Item f  0 0 -53 11 42 
Adjustment Per This Item l  0 0 -124 28 0 
Adjustment Per This Item i  0 0 877 76 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 810 104 0 

 
 
District: Los Angeles Unified 
School Name: Kennedy (Robert F.) Elementary 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64733-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  385 0 0 3 2 
Adjustment Per This Item e  67 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  452 0 0 3 2 

 
 
District: Los Angeles Unified 
School Name: Wilson (Woodrow) Senior High 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64733-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 783 -12 10 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 -66 -5 -1 
Adjustment Per This Item l  0 0 91 7 1 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 0 20 2 1 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 828 -8 11 
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District: Los Angeles Unified 
School Name: Wonderland Avenue Elementary 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64733-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  426 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  69 0 0 16 5 

Net Baseline Eligibility  495 0 0 16 5 

 
 
District: Martinez Unified 
School Name: John Muir Elementary 
County: Contra Costa 
Application Number: 57/61739-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 128 0 0 -3 1 

Net Baseline Eligibility  128 0 0 -3 1 

 
 
District: Moreno Valley Unified 
School Name: Cloverdale Elementary 
County: Riverside 
Application Number: 57/67124-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 159 0 0 1 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  159 0 0 1 0 

 
 
District: Moreno Valley Unified 
School Name: North Ridge Elementary 
County: Riverside 
Application Number: 57/67124-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  582 0 0 24 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 95 0 0 4 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  677 0 0 28 0 
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District: Mountain View-Los Altos Union High 
School Name: Mountain View High 
County: Santa Clara 
Application Number: 57/69609-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 42 -33 -9 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item g  0 0 -42 33 9 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 246 20 22 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 47 -11 12 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 92 -16 3 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 385 -7 37 

 
 
District: North Cow Creek Elementary 
School Name: North Cow Creek Elementary 
County: Shasta 
Application Number: 57/70078-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  175 83 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 8 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 37 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  212 91 0 0 0 

 
 
District: Palo Alto Unified 
School Name: Palo Alto High 
County: Santa Clara 
Application Number: 57/69641-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 107 0 -8 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 17 -29 -2 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 49 9 -6 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 64 13 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 64 -11 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 32 21 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 333 3 -16 
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District: Piedmont City Unified 
School Name: Piedmont Middle 
County: Alameda 
Application Number: 57/61275-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 428 0 13 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 77 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 9 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 514 0 13 0 

 
 
District: Plaza Elementary 
School Name: Plaza Elementary 
County: Glenn 
Application Number: 57/62638-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  20 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  45 18 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  65 18 0 0 0 

 
 
District: Redwood City Elementary 
School Name: Orion Elementary 
County: San Mateo 
Application Number: 57/69005-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  150 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item g  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 166 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  316 0 0 0 0 
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District: Riverside Unified 
School Name: University Heights Middle 
County: Riverside 
Application Number: 57/67215-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item g  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 74 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 74 0 0 0 

 
 
District: Rosemead Elementary 
School Name: Muscatel Intermediate 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/64931-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 34 0 8 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 -40 0 12 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 -54 0 -6 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1  0 459 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 399 0 14 0 

 
 
District: San Lorenzo Unified 
School Name: Colonial Acres Elementary 
County: Alameda 
Application Number: 57/61309-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  150 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 1 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  151 0 0 0 0 

 
 
District: San Rafael City High 
School Name: San Rafael High 
County: Marin 
Application Number: 57/65466-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 114 -10 13 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 0 48 -1 -1 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 0 162 -11 12 
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District: San Ramon Valley Unified 
School Name: Rancho Romero Elementary 
County: Contra Costa 
Application Number: 57/61804-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  123 0 0 6 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 424 0 0 18 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  547 0 0 24 0 

 
 
District: Santa Paula Unified 
School Name: Webster (Barbara) Elementary 
County: Ventura 
Application Number: 57/76828-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 411 0 0 3 1 

Net Baseline Eligibility  411 0 0 3 1 

 
 
District: Sylvan Union Elementary 
School Name: Ustach (Elizabeth) Middle 
County: Stanislaus 
Application Number: 57/71290-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 243 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 657 0 31 4 
Adjustment Per This Item c  0 97 0 -9 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 997 0 22 4 

 
 
District: Whittier City 
School Name: Jackson (Lydia) Elementary 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/65110-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item g  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 514 0 0 0 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  514 0 0 0 0 
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District: Whittier City 
School Name: West Whittier Elementary 
County: Los Angeles 
Application Number: 57/65110-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item g  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 465 0 0 13 0 

Net Baseline Eligibility  465 0 0 13 0 

 
 
District: Woodlake Unified 
School Name: Woodlake Valley Middle 
County: Tulare 
Application Number: 57/76794-00-000 

 Type of Adj. K-6 7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe 

Current Baseline Eligibility  25 135 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1  -25 27 0 13 0 
Adjustment Per This Item a  0 -162 0 -13 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d2 0 143 0 11 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 0 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item e  0 -27 0 0 0 
Adjustment Per This Item d1 0 387 0 1 1 

Net Baseline Eligibility  0 503 0 12 1 
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REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM APPORTIONMENTS 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To present to the State Allocation Board (Board) a list of School Facility Program (SFP) 

applications for Apportionment. 

DESCRIPTION 

On September 21, 2022, the Board took action, due to the availability of General Fund 

proceeds, to return to making direct Apportionments while keeping the same benefits of 

the quick distribution of funds, as the priority funding system, by adopting proposed 

emergency regulations that revised the fund release deadlines from 18 months to either 

180 calendar days for non-financial hardship school districts or 365 calendar days for 

school districts that qualify for financial hardship. The SFP new construction and 

modernization projects presented on the Attachment are in date order of a complete 

application being received by the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) and are 

Ready for Apportionment. The list also includes health and safety facility hardship 

applications for funding that have been processed and are ready for approval 

regardless of received date. 

AUTHORITY 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.90 states: 

“(a) With the exception of an apportionment made pursuant to Sections 1859.81.1(e) 

or 1859.81.2, apportionments provided through the Priority Funding Process 

and subject to 1859.90.2, or of an Inactive Apportionment subject to Section 

1859.96, the OPSC will release State funds that the Board has apportioned to 

the district after submittal, by the district, of the Form SAB 50-05 and a Grant 

Agreement, pursuant to Section 1859.90.4. 

(b) With the exception of an apportionment made for a Type II Joint-Use Project, 

not part of a qualifying SFP Modernization project, pursuant to Article 12 of these 

Regulations, a district must submit the Form SAB 50-05 and Grant Agreement, 

within 180 calendar days of the Apportionment of the SFP grant for the project or 

within 365 calendar days for Apportionments that include financial hardship 

assistance. If the district does not submit the Form SAB 50-05 and Grant 

Agreement within the above specified time, the entire New Construction Adjusted 

Grant, or Modernization Adjusted Grant or Type I or II, part of a qualifying SFP 

Modernization, or Joint-Use Project apportionment shall be rescinded without 

further Board action, and the pupils housed in the project, if applicable, will be 
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added back to the district’s baseline eligibility. The district may refile a new 

application for the project subject to district eligibility and available State funds at 

the time of resubmittal. 

 . . . . “ 

BACKGROUND 

As part of the Governor’s approved Budget Act for the 2022-2023 fiscal year, one-time 

General Fund dollars were appropriated to the Board in the amount of $1.3 billion for 

new construction and modernization projects under the SFP. As a result of receiving 

funding for the SFP that is not contingent on bond sales, the Board was able to return to 

using an existing regulatory process that allows for Apportionments to be made on a 

flow basis outside the current Priority Funding process, which is designed to 

accommodate twice yearly bond sales. Making Apportionments on a flow basis will 

enable school districts to more quickly and efficiently access much needed cash for 

construction projects. In order to ensure that cash moves quickly once allocated to 

school districts, regulations were changed to shorten the deadlines for fund release 

from 18 months to either 180 calendar days or 365 calendar days for districts that 

qualify for financial hardship.  

School districts must submit the Grant Agreement and a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) 180 calendar days from Board approval for non-

financial hardship projects and 365 calendar days from Board approval for financial 

hardship projects. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Approve the SFP applications as presented on the Attachment. 

2. Specify that the projects are subject to the fund release deadlines as outlined in SFP 

Regulation Section 1859.90. 
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County District School Site Application Number Received Date Grant Amount

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED WILSON (WOODROW) SENIOR HIGH 57/64733-00-658 3/7/2018 $7,363,240.00

GLENN WILLOWS UNIFIED WILLOWS INTERMEDIATE 57/62661-00-006 8/17/2018 $655,648.00

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED CRENSHAW SENIOR HIGH 57/64733-00-721 2/28/2019 $14,472,151.00

SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED GEORGE WASHINGTON HIGH 57/68478-63-006 6/14/2019 $21,634,789.00

ALAMEDA FREMONT UNIFIED WASHINGTON HIGH 50/61176-08-001 8/27/2019 $1,217,615.00

SONOMA BENNETT VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY YULUPA ELEMENTARY 57/70623-00-007 9/12/2019 $346,549.00

SACRAMENTO CENTER JOINT UNIFIED OAK HILL KINDERGARTEN 57/73973-00-006 9/30/2019 $4,772,336.00

TULARE ROCKFORD ELEMENTARY ROCKFORD ELEMENTARY 57/72090-00-002 10/8/2019 $1,114,732.00

RIVERSIDE LAKE ELSINORE UNIFIED ALBERHILL ELEMENTARY 50/75176-00-021 10/18/2019 $16,906,703.64

TULARE VISALIA UNIFIED GOLDEN WEST HIGH 57/72256-00-031 10/18/2019 $15,802,502.00

LOS ANGELES WHITTIER CITY PHELAN (DANIEL) ELEMENTARY 57/65110-00-019 10/23/2019 $1,390,289.00

LOS ANGELES WHITTIER CITY JACKSON (LYDIA) ELEMENTARY 57/65110-00-020 10/23/2019 $899,058.00

LOS ANGELES WHITTIER CITY WES WHITTIER ELEMENTARY 57/65110-00-021 10/23/2019 $2,461,794.00

SACRAMENTO ELK GROVE UNIFIED FOULKS RANCH ELEMENTARY 57/67314-00-037 10/24/2019 $2,722,430.00

SHASTA NORTH COW CREEK ELEMENTARY NORTH COW CREEK ELEMENTARY 50/70078-00-001 10/25/2019 $280,660.00

MONTEREY MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED LA MESA ELEMENTARY 57/66092-00-037 10/25/2019 $357,123.00

SAN MATEO REDWOOD CITY ELEMENTARY ORION ELEMENTARY 57/69005-00-008 10/25/2019 $694,103.00

SHASTA NORTH COW CREEK ELEMENTARY NORTH COW CREEK ELEMENTARY 57/70078-00-001 10/25/2019 $460,790.67

IMPERIAL EL CENTRO ELEMENTARY DE ANZA MAGNET (AKA DE ANZA ELEMENTARY) 50/63123-00-003 10/30/2019 $2,707,162.00

KERN STANDARD ELEMENTARY STANDARD ELEMENTARY 50/63792-00-003 10/31/2019 $4,363,043.00

MADERA MADERA UNIFIED MADERA TECHNICAL EXPLORATION 50/65243-00-012 10/31/2019 $6,067,850.05

LOS ANGELES GLENDALE UNIFIED COLLEGE VIEW CENTER 57/64568-00-049 10/31/2019 $1,764,692.00

KINGS CORCORAN JOINT UNIFIED JOHN MUIR MIDDLE 57/63891-00-014 11/8/2019 $1,602,743.00

KINGS CORCORAN JOINT UNIFIED MARK TWAIN ELEMENTARY 57/63891-00-015 11/8/2019 $1,134,710.00

RIVERSIDE RIVERSIDE UNIFIED UNIVERSITY HEIGHTS MIDDLE 57/67215-00-045 11/14/2019 $562,356.00

RIVERSIDE RIVERSIDE UNIFIED JACKSON ELEMENTARY 50/67215-00-037 11/15/2019 $3,621,853.00

STANISLAUS SYLVAN UNION ELEMENTARY USTACH (ELIZABETH) MIDDLE 57/71290-00-011 11/18/2019 $7,190,775.00

GLENN PLAZA ELEMENTARY PLAZA ELEMENTARY 57/62638-00-001 11/19/2019 $2,178,730.00

KINGS HANFORD ELEMENTARY RICHMOND (LEE) ELEMENTARY 57/63917-00-009 11/19/2019 $2,031,582.00

SAN BERNARDINO HESPERIA UNIFIED JOSHUA CIRCLE ELEMENTARY 57/75044-00-001 11/19/2019 $2,266,055.00

SAN BERNARDINO HESPERIA UNIFIED SULTANA HIGH 57/75044-00-002 11/19/2019 $2,112,919.00

LOS ANGELES WHITTIER CITY SORENSEN (CHRISTIAN) ELEMENTARY 57/65110-00-022 11/20/2019 $1,941,437.00

ORANGE CENTRALIA ELEMENTARY SAN MARINO ELEMENTARY 57/66472-00-015 11/21/2019 $932,489.00

KINGS HANFORD ELEMENTARY ROOSEVELT ELEMENTARY 57/63917-00-010 11/25/2019 $2,154,426.00

TULARE BURTON OAK GROVE 57/71837-00-005 11/25/2019 $5,214,276.50

TULARE BURTON BURTON ELEMENTARY 57/71837-00-006 11/25/2019 $2,999,649.52

TULARE BURTON JIM MAPLES ACADEMY 57/71837-00-007 11/25/2019 $3,385,335.58

VENTURA SANTA PAULA UNIFIED WEBSTER (BARBARA) ELEMENTARY 57/76828-00-005 11/25/2019 $1,393,831.00

CONTRA COSTA MORAGA ELEMENTARY DONALD L. RHEEM ELEMENTARY 57/61747-00-005 12/2/2019 $3,583,122.00

SAN BERNARDINO MORONGO UNIFIED YUCCA VALLEY HIGH 57/67777-00-009 12/2/2019 $2,153,233.00

SANTA CLARA MOUNTAIN VIEW-LOS ALTOS UNION HIGH MOUNTAIN VIEW HIGH 57/69609-00-005 12/2/2019 $5,029,604.00

ALAMEDA DUBLIN UNIFIED DUBLIN HIGH 50/75093-00-013 12/18/2019 $10,742,458.00

RIVERSIDE RIVERSIDE UNIFIED ALCOTT ELEMENTARY 57/67215-00-046 12/19/2019 $1,293,306.00

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED NINETY-THIRD STREET ELEMENTARY 57/64733-00-727 12/20/2019 $910,658.00

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED VENICE SENIOR HIGH 57/64733-00-729 12/20/2019 $8,503,875.00

MARIN SAN RAFAEL CITY HIGH SAN RAFAEL HIGH 57/65466-00-007 12/20/2019 $1,361,360.00

MONTEREY MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED SEASIDE MIDDLE (AKA FITCH (ROGER S.) MIDDLE) 57/66092-00-039 12/20/2019 $2,691,973.00

RIVERSIDE RIVERSIDE UNIFIED LONGFELLOW ELEMENTARY 57/67215-00-047 12/26/2019 $2,316,551.00

RIVERSIDE RIVERSIDE UNIFIED KING (MARTIN LUTHER JR.) HIGH 50/67215-00-039 1/6/2020 $651,593.00

NAPA NAPA VALLEY UNIFIED RIVER MIDDLE (CHARTER) PREV. SALVADOR ELEM. 50/66266-04-001 1/10/2020 $6,085,540.00

LOS ANGELES LITTLE LAKE CITY ELEMENTARY LAKESIDE JUNIOR HIGH 57/64717-00-010 1/13/2020 $3,726,392.00

SACRAMENTO CENTER JOINT UNIFIED CENTER HIGH 57/73973-00-007 1/16/2020 $10,713,780.00

TULARE WOODLAKE UNIFIED WOODLAKE VALLEY MIDDLE 57/76794-00-003 1/16/2020 $2,661,648.00

IMPERIAL CALEXICO UNIFIED CALEXICO HIGH 57/63099-00-005 1/21/2020 $1,024,996.00
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SAN MATEO REDWOOD CITY ELEMENTARY ROCKETSHIP REDWOOD CITY 57/69005-00-009 1/21/2020 $726,059.00

VENTURA OAK PARK UNIFIED MEDEA CREEK MIDDLE 57/73874-00-005 1/24/2020 $2,664,373.00

RIVERSIDE TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED JAMES L. DAY MIDDLE 57/75192-00-016 1/26/2020 $2,862,918.00

MONTEREY MONTEREY COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION BARD BLADES ELEMENTARY 57/10272-00-001 1/27/2020 $3,160,763.00

ALAMEDA SAN LORENZO UNIFIED COLONIAL ACRES ELEMENTRY 57/61309-00-018 1/27/2020 $1,395,811.00

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED DORSEY (SUSAN MILLER) SENIOR HIGH 57/64733-00-730 1/28/2020 $1,474,270.00

ORANGE ANAHEIM UNION HIGH WESTERN HIGH 57/66431-00-025 1/28/2020 $2,972,468.00

TULARE TULARE CITY ELEMENTARY ROOSEVELT ELEMENTARY 57/72231-00-011 1/29/2020 $1,046,763.00

IMPERIAL CENTRAL UNION HIGH SOUTHWEST HIGH 57/63115-00-006 1/31/2020 $1,315,886.00

ORANGE GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED MORNINGSIDE ELEMENTARY 57/66522-00-102 2/4/2020 $351,447.00

ALAMEDA CASTRO VALLEY UNIFIED CREEKSIDE MIDDLE 57/61150-00-029 2/5/2020 $1,552,784.00

LOS ANGELES LONG BEACH UNIFIED ALVARADO (JUAN BAUTISTA) ELEMENTARY 57/64725-00-037 2/6/2020 $2,981,661.00

LOS ANGELES LONG BEACH UNIFIED BIXBY ELEMENTARY 57/64725-00-038 2/6/2020 $3,318,779.00

ORANGE CENTRALIA ELEMENTARY LOS COYOTES ELEMENTARY 57/66472-00-016 2/7/2020 $416,644.00

DEL NORTE DEL NORTE COUNTY UNIFIED BESS MAXWELL ELEMENTARY 57/61820-00-016 2/11/2020 $1,827,711.00

ORANGE GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED NEWHOPE ELEMENTARY 57/66522-00-103 2/11/2020 $424,617.00

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED RANCHO ROMERO ELEMENTARY 57/61804-00-048 2/13/2020 $3,955,972.00

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED VISTA GRANDE ELEMENTARY 57/61804-00-049 2/13/2020 $2,584,231.00

ORANGE FOUNTAIN VALLEY ELEMENTARY FULTON (HARRY C.) MIDDLE 50/66498-00-002 2/14/2020 $897,673.00

SAN MATEO REDWOOD CITY ELEMENTARY FORD (HENRY) ELEMENTARY 57/69005-00-010 2/18/2020 $2,459,613.00

ALAMEDA ALBANY UNIFIED ALBANY HIGH 50/61127-00-004 2/21/2020 $6,567,469.00

CONTRA COSTA MARTINEZ UNIFIED JOHN MUIR ELEMENTARY 50/61739-00-004 2/24/2020 $4,239,907.00

CONTRA COSTA MARTINEZ UNIFIED JOHN MUIR ELEMENTARY 57/61739-00-009 2/24/2020 $1,212,582.00

LAKE KELSEYVILLE UNIFIED RIVIERA ELEMENTARY 57/64014-00-004 2/24/2020 $1,922,483.00

LAKE KELSEYVILLE UNIFIED MOUNTAIN VISTA MIDDLE 57/64014-00-005 2/24/2020 $3,139,452.00

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED PALO ALTO HIGH 57/69641-00-033 2/24/2020 $3,282,934.00

LAKE KELSEYVILLE UNIFIED KELSEYVILLE ELEMENTARY 57/64014-00-006 2/26/2020 $1,249,733.00

RIVERSIDE MORENO VALLEY UNIFIED NORTH RIDGE ELEMENTARY 57/67124-00-028 2/28/2020 $4,762,351.00

Program Amount (in Dollars)

New Construction $64,349,526.69

Modernization $219,783,477.27

Total $284,133,003.96
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 39.6

Recommended Acres: 40.7

Total Project Cost $ 12,272,066.67

Severe: 11 Applicant Share (40%) 4,908,826.67

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 7,148,777.00

823 Total State Share (60%) 7,363,240.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 214,463.00

7,363,240.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 12,272,066.67 $

District Contribution 4,908,826.67

051-570 51 7,363,240.00 $ 7,363,240.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Wilson (Woodrow) Senior High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64733-00-658 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Los Angeles Unified PTN: 64733 - 5027
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

7-8:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 8.1

Existing Acres: 15.0

Total Project Cost $ 1,092,746.67

Applicant Share (40%) 437,098.67

Total State Share (60%) 655,648.00

7 Fire Detection $ 19,998.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 94 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 617,136.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 18,514.00

655,648.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 1,092,746.67 $

District Contribution 437,098.67

051-570 51 655,648.00 $ 655,648.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Willows Intermediate

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/62661-00-006 County: Glenn

APPLICANT DATA

Willows Unified PTN: 62661 - 10
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

9-12

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 25.4

Recommended Acres: 33.0

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: Applicant Share (40%) 9,648,100.67

1181 Total Project Cost $ 24,120,251.67

Total State Share (60%) 14,472,151.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 13,823,605.00

0 Fire Detection $ 233,838.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 414,708.00

14,472,151.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 24,120,251.67 $

District Contribution 9,648,100.67

051-570 51 14,472,151.00 $ 14,472,151.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Crenshaw Senior High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64733-00-721 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Los Angeles Unified PTN: 64733 - 5259

49



SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 49.1

Existing Acres: 12.5

Total Project Cost $ 36,057,981.67

Applicant Share (40%) 14,423,192.67

Severe: 26 Total State Share (60%) 21,634,789.00

Non-Severe: 167 Urban / Security  / Impacted Site $ 4,346,139.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 16,399,038.00

1629 Fire Detection $ 397,641.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 491,971.00

21,634,789.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 36,057,981.67 $

District Contribution 14,423,192.67

051-570 51 21,634,789.00 $ 21,634,789.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

George Washington High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/68478-63-006 County: San Francisco

APPLICANT DATA

San Francisco Unified PTN: 68478 - 537
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 1,217,615.00

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 1,217,615.00

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

Proposed Acres: 0.0 Total Project Cost 2,435,230.00

Existing Acres: 40.4 Applicant Share (50%) 1,217,615.00

Recommended Acres: 52.7 Total State Share (50%) 1,217,615.00

Master Plan Acres: 60.9 Utilities 82,714.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Service Site Development 173,053.00

Number of Classrooms: 10 Off Site 55,375.00

Non-Severe: 13 Fire Detection 1,461.00

Severe: 9 Multi Level Construction 95,360.00

Type of Project: High School Automatic Sprinkler System 14,985.00

Pupils Assigned: Base Grant 794,667.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 2,435,230.00

General Funds FY 2022/2023

1,217,615.00

001-2223 GF $ 1,217,615.00

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Washington High Washington

APPLICANT DATA

Fremont Unified 61176 - 263

50/61176-08-001 Alameda        

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Existing Acres: 6.5 Total Project Cost $ 577,581.67

Recommended Acres: 7.1 Applicant Share (40%) 231,032.67

Total State Share (60%) 346,549.00

Small Size Project $ 36,516.00

Project Assistance $ 5,214.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 50 Prevailing Wage Monitoring $ 519.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 304,300.00

346,549.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 577,581.67 $

District Contribution 231,032.67

051-570 51 346,549.00 $ 346,549.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Yulupa Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/70623-00-007 County: Sonoma

APPLICANT DATA

Bennett Valley Union Elementary PTN: 70623 - 7
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 10.5

Recommended Acres: 13.7 Total Project Cost $ 7,953,893.33

Applicant Share (40%) 3,181,557.33

Total State Share (60%) 4,772,336.00

Fire Detection $ 146,124.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 738 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 4,491,468.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 134,744.00

4,772,336.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 7,953,893.33 $

District Contribution 3,181,557.33

051-570 51 4,772,336.00 $ 4,772,336.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Oak Hill Kindergarten

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/73973-00-006 County: Sacramento

APPLICANT DATA

Center Joint Unified PTN: 73973 - 35
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $

Mod/Add. Grant $

Applicant Share

Financial Hardship

Financial Hardship

Total $ $

Funding Sources: 

K-6:

7-8:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 365 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Existing Acres: 14.51 Total Project Cost $ 1,225,615.00

Recommended Acres: 9.8 Applicant Share (40%) 490,246.00

Total State Share (60%) 735,369.00

Small Size Project $ 74,124.00

Project Assistance $ 5,214.00

26 Fire Detection $ 19,800.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 74 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 617,700.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 18,531.00

Proposition 1A Bonds/1998-Nov.; Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

107,286.00 1,118,329.00 $ 1,114,732.00

119-612 1A 42,914.00

051-570 51 443,735.00 443,735.00

District Contribution 3,597.00

119-612 1A 64,372.00

051-570 51 670,997.00 $ 670,997.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

State

Rockford Elementary

The Applicant qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.81(c)(4). The Applicant's 

total bonding capacity as of July 21, 2023, is $5 million or less.

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/72090-00-002 County: Tulare

APPLICANT DATA

Rockford Elementary PTN: 72090 - 5

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 16,906,703.64

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 16,906,703.64

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

APPLICANT DATA

Lake Elsinore Unified 75176 - 29

50/75176-00-021 Riverside      

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Alberhill Elementary District-wide

001-2223 GF $ 16,906,703.64

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 33,813,407.28

General Funds FY 2022/2023

16,906,703.64

Type of Project: Elementary School 2% of Appraised or Actual Value 30,600.00

Pupils Assigned: K-6: 700 Automatic Sprinkler System 217,084.00

Non-Severe: 52 Base Grant 12,749,972.00

Number of Classrooms: 32 DTSC Fees 6,364.00

Master Plan Acres: 11.8 General Site 1,046,964.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Fire Detection 16,264.00

Existing Acres: 0.0 NC Site Acquisition 765,000.00

Recommended Acres: 11.7 Hazardous Waste Removal 23,939.64

Service Site Development 1,640,335.00

Proposed Acres: 10.3 Off Site 368,891.00

Total State Share (50%) 16,906,703.64

Utilities 41,290.00

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Applicant Share (50%) 16,906,703.64

Total Project Cost 33,813,407.28

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 47.1

Existing Acres: 50.0

Total Project Cost $ 26,337,503.33

Applicant Share (40%) 10,535,001.33

Total State Share (60%) 15,802,502.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 15,000,060.00

1780 Fire Detection $ 352,440.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 450,002.00

15,802,502.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 26,337,503.33 $

District Contribution 10,535,001.33

051-570 51 15,802,502.00 $ 15,802,502.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Golden West High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/72256-00-031 County: Tulare

APPLICANT DATA

Visalia Unified PTN: 72256 - 193
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 10.1

Existing Acres: 10.1

Total Project Cost $ 2,317,148.33

Applicant Share (40%) 926,859.33

Total State Share (60%) 1,390,289.00

Severe: 8 Small Size Project $ 51,973.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 188 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,299,336.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 38,980.00

1,390,289.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,317,148.33 $

District Contribution 926,859.33

051-570 51 1,390,289.00 $ 1,390,289.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Phelan (Daniel) Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/65110-00-019 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Whittier City PTN: 65110 - 14
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/65110-00-020 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Whittier City PTN: 65110 - 17

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Jackson (Lydia) Elementary

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

051-570 51 899,058.00 $ 899,058.00

899,058.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 1,498,430.00 $

District Contribution 599,372.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 119 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 724,234.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 21,727.00

Urban / Security  / Impacted Site $ 124,128.00

Small Size Project $ 28,969.00

Recommended Acres: 7.2 Applicant Share (40%) 599,372.00

Total State Share (60%) 899,058.00

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Existing Acres: 4.0 Total Project Cost $ 1,498,430.00
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 6.9

Existing Acres: 9.0

Total Project Cost $ 4,102,990.00

Applicant Share (40%) 1,641,196.00

Non-Severe: 13 Total State Share (60%) 2,461,794.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 365 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 2,390,091.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 71,703.00

2,461,794.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 4,102,990.00 $

District Contribution 1,641,196.00

051-570 51 2,461,794.00 $ 2,461,794.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

West Whittier Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/65110-00-021 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Whittier City PTN: 65110 - 19
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 9.4

Recommended Acres: 13.7 Total Project Cost $ 4,537,383.33

Applicant Share (40%) 1,814,953.33

Total State Share (60%) 2,722,430.00

Fire Detection $ 83,358.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 421 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 2,562,206.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 76,866.00

2,722,430.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 4,537,383.33 $

District Contribution 1,814,953.33

051-570 51 2,722,430.00 $ 2,722,430.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Foulks Ranch Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/67314-00-037 County: Sacramento

APPLICANT DATA

Elk Grove Unified PTN: 67314 - 188,261
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC Design Grant $ $ 111,355.77

NC Design Grant 48,474.23

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Financial Hardship 105,367.00

Financial Hardship 15,463.00

Total 0.00 $ $ 280,660.00

Funding Sources: 

$

$

The Applicant qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.81(c)(4). The 

Applicant's total bonding capacity as of April 14, 2023, is $5 million or less. 

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.90, the Office of Public School Construction will release State funds 

to the District within 30 calendar days from the receipt of an executed Grant Agreement. The executed Grant Agreement must be 

signed by the designated District Representative and must be received by the Office of Public School Construction within 365 

calendar days and pior to 11:59 p.m. of the board's approval of the Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted 

electronically via OPSC Online or via email to OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement within 365 days of the Apportionment shall result in the Apportionment being 

rescinded without further board action. 

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Applicant Share (50%) 159,830.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Total State Share (50%) 159,830.00

Pupils Assigned: K-6: 50 Total Design (40% of Base Grant) 319,660.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Separate Design Grant

Proposition 1A Bonds/1998-Nov.; General Funds FY 2022/2023

119-617 1A 15,463.00

$ 319,660.00

39,000.00

001-2223 GF 105,367.00

119-501 1A 48,474.23

001-2223 GF $ 111,355.77

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

North Cow Creek Elementary District-wide

APPLICANT DATA

North Cow Creek Elementary 70078 - 4

50/70078-00-001 Shasta         

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Separate Design
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

$

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 10.59

Recommended Acres: 7.5 Total Project Cost $ 595,205.00

Applicant Share (40%) 238,082.00

Total State Share (60%) 357,123.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 36 Small Size Project $ 36,521.00

Fire Detection $ 7,128.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 0 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 304,344.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 9,130.00

357,123.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 595,205.00 $

District Contribution 238,082.00

051-570 51 357,123.00 $ 357,123.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

La Mesa Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/66092-00-037 County: Monterey

APPLICANT DATA

Monterey Peninsula Unified PTN: 66092 - 104
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 3.9

Existing Acres: 1.75

Total Project Cost $ 1,156,838.33

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 25 Applicant Share (40%) 462,735.33

Total State Share (60%) 694,103.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 76 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 673,886.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 20,217.00

694,103.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 1,156,838.33 $

District Contribution 462,735.33

051-570 51 694,103.00 $ 694,103.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Orion Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/69005-00-008 County: San Mateo

APPLICANT DATA

Redwood City Elementary PTN: 69005 - 22
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod Design Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Financial Hardship

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

7-8:

The Applicant qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.81(c)(4). The Applicant's 

total bonding capacity as of April 14, 2023, is $5 million or less. 

Pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.90, the Office of Public School Construction will release State funds to 

the District within 30 calendar days from the receipt of an executed Grant Agreement. The executed Grant Agreement must be 

signed by the designated District Representative and must be received by the Office of Public School Construction within 365 

calendar days and pior to 11:59 p.m. of the board's approval of the Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted 

electronically via OPSC Online or via email to OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov. 

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms. 

Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement within 365 days of the Apportionment shall result in the Apportionment being 

rescinded without further board action. 

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced. 

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Applicant Share (40%) 187,590.67

91 Total State Share (60%) 281,386.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 212 Total Design (25% of Mod Grant) $ 468,976.67

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Separate Design Grant

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

179,404.67

0.00 468,976.67 $ 460,790.67

051-570 51 179,404.67

District Contribution 8,186.00

051-570 51 281,386.00 $ 281,386.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

North Cow Creek Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Separate Design

57/70078-00-001 County: Shasta

APPLICANT DATA

North Cow Creek Elementary PTN: 70078 - 3
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 2,707,162.00

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 2,707,162.00

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

APPLICANT DATA

63123 - 31

Imperial    

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

El Centro Elementary

50/63123-00-003

De Anza Magnet (Aka De Anza Elementary) District-wide

001-2223 GF $ 2,707,162.00

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 5,414,324.00

General Funds FY 2022/2023

2,707,162.00

Number of Classrooms: 0 Fire Detection 2,261.00

Type of Project: Elementary School Automatic Sprinkler System 31,892.00

Pupils Assigned: K-6: 119 Base Grant 1,901,977.00

Use of Grants 1859.77.3(a): Yes Off Site 319,137.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Geographic Location 100,610.00

Master Plan Acres: 14.3 Small Size Project 76,079.00

Use of Grants 1859.77.3(b): No Service Site Development 266,229.00

Existing Acres: 14.0 Total State Share (50%) 2,707,162.00

Recommended Acres: 11.4 Utilities 8,977.00

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Geographic Location 5%

Additional Facilities: Library,Multi Purpose 

Room
Applicant Share (50%) 2,707,162.00

Total Project Cost 5,414,324.00
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 4,363,043.00

Applicant Share

District Contribution $

Total 0.00 $ $ 4,363,043.00

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

APPLICANT DATA

Standard Elementary 63792 - 20

50/63792-00-003 Kern           

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Standard Elementary District-wide

001-2223 GF $ 4,363,043.00

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 8,726,086.00

General Funds FY 2022/2023

4,363,043.00

Type of Project: Elementary School Automatic Sprinkler System 40,871.00

Pupils Assigned: K-6: 125 Base Grant 2,388,343.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Service Site Development 1,535,442.00

Non-Severe: 13 Fire Detection 3,116.00

Number of Classrooms: 6 Off Site 49,855.00

Recommended Acres: 11.7 Utilities 249,882.00

Master Plan Acres: 10.8 Small Size Project 95,534.00

Applicant Share (50%) 4,363,043.00

Existing Acres: 9.2 Total State Share (50%) 4,363,043.00

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

Total Project Cost 8,726,086.00
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 6,067,850.05

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 6,067,850.05

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

The grants for Site Acquisition have been reduced on a prorated basis by the percentage of the excess acreage of the site that 

exceeds the gross acres approved for acquisition by the California Department of Education.

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

Total Project Cost 12,135,700.10

Applicant Share (50%) 6,067,850.05

Total State Share (50%) 6,067,850.05

Proposed Acres: 3.07 Utilities 25,588.00

Existing Acres: 0.0 Service Site Development 360,781.00

Recommended Acres: 8.7 Off Site 101,499.00

Master Plan Acres: 10.7 NC Site Acquisition 45,097.57

Addition to Existing Site: No General Site 387,228.48

Number of Classrooms: 11 Fire Detection 7,425.00

7-8: 297 Base Grant 5,020,488.00

Type of Project: Middle School 2% of Appraised or Actual Value 25,000.00

Pupils Assigned: Automatic Sprinkler System 94,743.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 12,135,700.10

General Funds FY 2022/2023

6,067,850.05

001-2223 GF $ 6,067,850.05

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

District-wide

APPLICANT DATA

65243 - 93Madera Unified

50/65243-00-012

Madera Technical Exploration Center

Madera  

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Total Project Cost $ 2,941,153.33

Existing Acres: 5.34 Applicant Share (40%) 1,176,461.33

Recommended Acres: 2.2 Total State Share (60%) 1,764,692.00

Small Size Project $ 162,926.00

Prevailing Wage Monitoring $ 2,643.00

Fire Detection $ 38,080.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Accessibility Fire Grant $ 40,732.00

Severe: 70 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,357,720.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School 2 Stop Elevator $ 162,591.00

1,764,692.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,941,153.33 $

District Contribution 1,176,461.33

051-570 51 1,764,692.00 $ 1,764,692.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

College View Center

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64568-00-049 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Glendale Unified PTN: 64568 - 97
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

7-8:

7-8:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 11.9

Existing Acres: 17.4

Total Project Cost $ 2,671,238.33

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: Total State Share (60%) 1,602,743.00

138 Applicant Share (40%) 1,068,495.33

Small Size Project $ 58,628.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 1,465,692.00

36 Fire Detection $ 34,452.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 43,971.00

1,602,743.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,671,238.33 $

District Contribution 1,068,495.33

051-570 51 1,602,743.00 $ 1,602,743.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

John Muir Middle

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/63891-00-014 County: Kings

APPLICANT DATA

Corcoran Joint Unified PTN: 63891 - 25
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 10.2

Existing Acres: 12.04

Total Project Cost $ 1,891,183.33

Applicant Share (40%) 756,473.33

Total State Share (60%) 1,134,710.00

Non-Severe: 17 Small Size Project $ 42,419.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 138 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,060,477.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 31,814.00

1,134,710.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 1,891,183.33 $

District Contribution 756,473.33

051-570 51 1,134,710.00 $ 1,134,710.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Mark Twain Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/63891-00-015 County: Kings

APPLICANT DATA

Corcoran Joint Unified PTN: 63891 - 26
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

7-8:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 18.4

Recommended Acres: 14.0 Total Project Cost $ 937,260.00

Applicant Share (40%) 374,904.00

Total State Share (60%) 562,356.00

Small Size Project $ 57,152.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 476,264.00

74 Fire Detection $ 14,652.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 14,288.00

562,356.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 937,260.00 $

District Contribution 374,904.00

051-570 51 562,356.00 $ 562,356.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

University Heights Middle

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/67215-00-045 County: Riverside

APPLICANT DATA

Riverside Unified PTN: 67215 - 267
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 3,621,853.00

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 3,621,853.00

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

APPLICANT DATA

Riverside Unified 67215 - 257

50/67215-00-037 Riverside      

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Jackson Elementary District-wide

001-2223 GF $ 3,621,853.00

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 7,243,706.00

General Funds FY 2022/2023

3,621,853.00

Type of Project: Elementary School Automatic Sprinkler System 46,900.00

Pupils Assigned: K-6: 175 Base Grant 2,797,025.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Service Site Development 437,897.00

Number of Classrooms: 7 Fire Detection 3,325.00

Recommended Acres: 12.4 Utilities 224,825.00

Master Plan Acres: 12.2 Small Size Project 111,881.00

Applicant Share (50%) 3,621,853.00

Existing Acres: 10.8 Total State Share (50%) 3,621,853.00

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

Total Project Cost 7,243,706.00
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

7-8:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 16.68

Recommended Acres: 18.1

Total Project Cost $ 11,984,625.00

Severe: 4 Applicant Share (40%) 4,793,850.00

Non-Severe: 22 Total State Share (60%) 7,190,775.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 6,779,770.00

997 Fire Detection $ 207,612.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 203,393.00

7,190,775.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 11,984,625.00 $

District Contribution 4,793,850.00

051-570 51 7,190,775.00 $ 7,190,775.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Ustach (Elizabeth) Middle

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/71290-00-011 County: Stanislaus

APPLICANT DATA

Sylvan Union Elementary PTN: 71290 - 44
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Financial Hardship

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

7-8:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

The Applicant qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.81(c)(4). The Applicant's 

total bonding capacity as of June 29, 2023 is $5 million or less.

On 3/21/2018, the Board approved a design Apportionment for the District for 100 pupil grants at the K-6 and 27 at the 7-8 grade 

levels. This item is being amended to increase the pupil grants at the K-6 grade level to 165 pupil grants and 45 pupil grants at the 7-

8 grade level. The District’s Modernization baseline eligibility will be adjusted by a decrease of 65 pupil grants at the K-6 and 18 at 

the 7-8 grade levels upon approval by the Board.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 365 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 8.4

Recommended Acres: 6.6 Total Project Cost $ 2,320,272.00

Applicant Share (40%) 940,854.00

Total State Share (60%) 1,379,418.00

Project Assistance $ 5,214.00

45 Fire Detection $ 41,580.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 165 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,293,810.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 38,814.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

884,237.00

141,542.00 2,178,730.00 $ 2,178,730.00

051-570 51 35,375.00 884,237.00

District Contribution 21,242.00

051-570 51 84,925.00 1,294,493.00 $ 1,294,493.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Plaza Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Amended Adjusted Grant Approval

57/62638-00-001 County: Glenn

APPLICANT DATA

Plaza Elementary PTN: 62638 - 4
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 9.5

Existing Acres: 8.9

Total Project Cost $ 3,385,970.00

Applicant Share (40%) 1,354,388.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 19 Total State Share (60%) 2,031,582.00

Fire Detection $ 60,786.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 288 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 1,913,394.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 57,402.00

2,031,582.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 3,385,970.00 $

District Contribution 1,354,388.00

051-570 51 2,031,582.00 $ 2,031,582.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Richmond (Lee) Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/63917-00-009 County: Kings

APPLICANT DATA

Hanford Elementary PTN: 63917 - 29
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 9.8

Existing Acres: 10.0

Total Project Cost $ 3,776,758.33

Applicant Share (40%) 1,510,703.33

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 253 Total State Share (60%) 2,266,055.00

Fire Detection $ 50,490.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 2 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 2,151,034.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 64,531.00

2,266,055.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 3,776,758.33 $

District Contribution 1,510,703.33

051-570 51 2,266,055.00 $ 2,266,055.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Joshua Circle Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/75044-00-001 County: San Bernardino

APPLICANT DATA

Hesperia Unified PTN: 75044 - 130
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 49.1

Existing Acres: 45.0

Total Project Cost $ 3,521,531.67

Applicant Share (40%) 1,408,612.67

Total State Share (60%) 2,112,919.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 2,005,626.00

238 Fire Detection $ 47,124.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 60,169.00

2,112,919.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 3,521,531.67 $

District Contribution 1,408,612.67

051-570 51 2,112,919.00 $ 2,112,919.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Sultana High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/75044-00-002 County: San Bernardino

APPLICANT DATA

Hesperia Unified PTN: 75044 - 128
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 7.0

Recommended Acres: 9.8 Total Project Cost $ 3,235,728.33

Applicant Share (40%) 1,294,291.33

Total State Share (60%) 1,941,437.00

Prevailing Wage Monitoring $ 2,908.00

Severe: 16 Fire Detection $ 58,006.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 249 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,825,750.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 54,773.00

1,941,437.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 3,235,728.33 $

District Contribution 1,294,291.33

051-570 51 1,941,437.00 $ 1,941,437.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Sorensen (Christian) Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/65110-00-022 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Whittier City PTN: 65110 - 25,49,5
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/66472-00-015 County: Orange

APPLICANT DATA

Centralia Elementary PTN: 66472 - 25

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

San Marino Elementary

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

051-570 51 932,489.00 $ 932,489.00

932,489.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 1,554,148.33 $

District Contribution 621,659.33

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 0 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 794,676.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 23,840.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 94 Small Size Project $ 95,361.00

Fire Detection $ 18,612.00

Applicant Share (40%) 621,659.33

Total State Share (60%) 932,489.00

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 11.4

Recommended Acres: 9.9 Total Project Cost $ 1,554,148.33
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 9.7

Recommended Acres: 9.8

Non-Severe: 6 Total Project Cost $ 3,590,710.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 223 Applicant Share (40%) 1,436,284.00

Total State Share (60%) 2,154,426.00

Non-Severe: 4 Fire Detection $ 47,804.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 0 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 2,045,264.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 61,358.00

2,154,426.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 3,590,710.00 $

District Contribution 1,436,284.00

051-570 51 2,154,426.00 $ 2,154,426.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Roosevelt Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/63917-00-010 County: Kings

APPLICANT DATA

Hanford Elementary PTN: 63917 - 30
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Financial Hardship

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/71837-00-005 County: Tulare

APPLICANT DATA

Burton PTN: 71837 - 40

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Oak Grove

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

051-570 51 266,038.00 3,324,983.00 $ 3,324,983.00

District Contribution 327,362.50

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

1,889,293.50

443,396.00 5,541,639.00 $ 5,214,276.50

051-570 51 177,358.00 1,889,293.50

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 481 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 3,381,561.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 101,447.00

Total State Share (60%) 3,591,021.00

Non-Severe: 35 Fire Detection $ 108,013.00

Total Project Cost $ 5,985,035.00

Applicant Share (40%) 2,394,014.00

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 365 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

The Applicant qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.81(c)(1). The Applicant's 

outstanding bonded indebtedness as of July 17, 2023 is at least 60 percent of its total bonding capacity.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 9.5

Existing Acres: 23.0
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $

Mod/Add. Grant $

Applicant Share

Financial Hardship

Financial Hardship

Total $ $

Funding Sources: 

K-6:

K-6:

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/71837-00-006 County: Tulare

APPLICANT DATA

Burton PTN: 71837 - 28

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Burton Elementary

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

051-570 51 1,842,988.00 $ 1,842,988.00

055-570 55 181,665.00

051-570 51 1,156,661.52 1,156,661.52

District Contribution 71,997.15

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.; Proposition 55 Bonds/2004-Mar.

302,775.00 3,071,646.67 $ 2,999,649.52

055-570 55 121,110.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 174 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 1,912,818.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 57,385.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 101 Total State Share (60%) 2,024,653.00

Fire Detection $ 54,450.00

Total Project Cost $ 3,374,421.67

Applicant Share (40%) 1,349,768.67

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 365 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

The Applicant qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.81(c)(1). The Applicant's 

outstanding bonded indebtedness as of July 17, 2023 is at least 60 percent of its total bonding capacity.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 9.87

Existing Acres: 9.8
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Financial Hardship

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 365 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

The Applicant qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.81(c)(1). The Applicant's 

outstanding bonded indebtedness as of July 17, 2023 is at least 60 percent of its total bonding capacity.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 9.5

Existing Acres: 9.75

Total Project Cost $ 3,828,313.33

Applicant Share (40%) 1,531,325.33

Total State Share (60%) 2,296,988.00

Non-Severe: 26 Fire Detection $ 68,890.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 300 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 2,163,202.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 64,896.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

1,207,945.58

199,330.00 3,628,983.33 $ 3,385,335.58

051-570 51 79,732.00 1,207,945.58

District Contribution 243,647.75

051-570 51 119,598.00 2,177,390.00 $ 2,177,390.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Jim Maples Academy

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/71837-00-007 County: Tulare

APPLICANT DATA

Burton PTN: 71837 - 27
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 6.9

Existing Acres: 8.95

Total Project Cost $ 2,323,051.67

Applicant Share (40%) 929,220.67

Severe: 1 Total State Share (60%) 1,393,831.00

Non-Severe: 3 Fire Detection $ 42,427.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 206 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,312,043.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 39,361.00

1,393,831.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,323,051.67 $

District Contribution 929,220.67

051-570 51 1,393,831.00 $ 1,393,831.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Webster (Barbara) Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/76828-00-005 County: Ventura

APPLICANT DATA

Santa Paula Unified PTN: 76828 - 10

84



SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 10.0

Recommended Acres: 6.9 Total Project Cost $ 5,971,870.00

Applicant Share (40%) 2,388,748.00

Total State Share (60%) 3,583,122.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 364 Project Assistance $ 5,214.00

Fire Detection $ 82,368.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 52 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 3,393,728.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 101,812.00

3,583,122.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 5,971,870.00 $

District Contribution 2,388,748.00

051-570 51 3,583,122.00 $ 3,583,122.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Donald L. Rheem Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/61747-00-005 County: Contra Costa

APPLICANT DATA

Moraga Elementary PTN: 61747 - 12
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 35.22

Recommended Acres: 38.9 Total Project Cost $ 3,588,721.67

Applicant Share (40%) 1,435,488.67

Total State Share (60%) 2,153,233.00

Small Size Project $ 67,079.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,676,973.00

199 Geographic Location $ 358,872.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 50,309.00

2,153,233.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 3,588,721.67 $

District Contribution 1,435,488.67

051-570 51 2,153,233.00 $ 2,153,233.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Yucca Valley High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/67777-00-009 County: San Bernardino

APPLICANT DATA

Morongo Unified PTN: 67777 - 72
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

9-12

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/69609-00-005 County: Santa Clara

APPLICANT DATA

Mountain View-Los Altos Union High PTN: 69609 - 40

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Mountain View High

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

051-570 51 5,029,604.00 $ 5,029,604.00

District Contribution 3,353,069.33

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 143,958.00

5,029,604.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 8,382,673.33 $

Severe: 4 Total State Share (60%) 5,029,604.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 4,798,594.00

38 Fire Detection $ 87,052.00

Severe: 33

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: Total Project Cost $ 8,382,673.33

300

Applicant Share (40%) 3,353,069.33

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 60.9

Existing Acres: 38.93
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 10,742,458.00

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 10,742,458.00

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

APPLICANT DATA

Dublin Unified 75093 - 74

50/75093-00-013 Alameda        

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Dublin High District-wide

001-2223 GF $ 10,742,458.00

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 21,484,916.00

General Funds FY 2022/2023

10,742,458.00

9-12: 378 Fire Detection 16,254.00

Type of Project: High School Automatic Sprinkler System 125,118.00

Pupils Assigned: Base Grant 8,130,402.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Service Site Development 166,041.00

Number of Classrooms: 14 Multi Level Construction 975,648.00

Recommended Acres: 70.6 Utilities 61,095.00

Master Plan Acres: 60.8 Urban / Security  / Impacted Site 1,267,900.00

Proposed Acres: 0.0 Applicant Share (50%) 10,742,458.00

Existing Acres: 42.0 Total State Share (50%) 10,742,458.00

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Total Project Cost 21,484,916.00
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

$

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 10.0

Recommended Acres: 13.7 Total Project Cost $ 2,155,510.00

Applicant Share (40%) 862,204.00

Total State Share (60%) 1,293,306.00

Small Size Project $ 46,934.00

Non-Severe: 6 Fire Detection $ 37,830.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 180 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,173,342.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 35,200.00

1,293,306.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,155,510.00 $

District Contribution 862,204.00

051-570 51 1,293,306.00 $ 1,293,306.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Alcott Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/67215-00-046 County: Riverside

APPLICANT DATA

Riverside Unified PTN: 67215 - 263
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 15.7

Existing Acres: 6.4

Total Project Cost $ 1,517,763.33

Applicant Share (40%) 607,105.33

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 45 Total State Share (60%) 910,658.00

Urban / Security  / Impacted Site $ 160,562.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 56 Small Size Project $ 28,850.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 721,246.00

910,658.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 1,517,763.33 $

District Contribution 607,105.33

051-570 51 910,658.00 $ 910,658.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Ninety-Third Street Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64733-00-727 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Los Angeles Unified PTN: 64733 - 5227
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

9-12

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 49.1

Existing Acres: 28.8

Non-Severe: 6

Severe: 1

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: Total Project Cost $ 14,173,125.00

324

Applicant Share (40%) 5,669,250.00

Severe: 0 Total State Share (60%) 8,503,875.00

Non-Severe: 7 Urban / Security  / Impacted Site $ 1,090,674.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 7,060,468.00

361 Fire Detection $ 140,919.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 211,814.00

8,503,875.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 14,173,125.00 $

District Contribution 5,669,250.00

051-570 51 8,503,875.00 $ 8,503,875.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Venice Senior High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64733-00-729 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Los Angeles Unified PTN: 64733 - 5711
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 38.9

Existing Acres: 28.8

Total Project Cost $ 2,268,933.33

Applicant Share (40%) 907,573.33

Total State Share (60%) 1,361,360.00

Severe: 12 Small Size Project $ 49,760.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,243,992.00

120 Fire Detection $ 30,288.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 37,320.00

1,361,360.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,268,933.33 $

District Contribution 907,573.33

051-570 51 1,361,360.00 $ 1,361,360.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

San Rafael High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/65466-00-007 County: Marin

APPLICANT DATA

San Rafael City High PTN: 65466 - 23
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

7-8:

7-8:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 20.9

Existing Acres: 37.0

Severe: 16

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: Total Project Cost $ 4,486,621.67

238

Applicant Share (40%) 1,794,648.67

Severe: 0 Total State Share (60%) 2,691,973.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 2,559,364.00

0 Fire Detection $ 55,828.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 76,781.00

2,691,973.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 4,486,621.67 $

District Contribution 1,794,648.67

051-570 51 2,691,973.00 $ 2,691,973.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Seaside Middle (Aka Fitch (Roger S.) Middle)

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/66092-00-039 County: Monterey

APPLICANT DATA

Monterey Peninsula Unified PTN: 66092 - 108
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Total Project Cost $ 3,860,918.33

Existing Acres: 5.27 Applicant Share (40%) 1,544,367.33

Recommended Acres: 14.0 Total State Share (60%) 2,316,551.00

Urban / Security  / Impacted Site $ 375,650.00

Fire Detection $ 54,450.00

Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,673,650.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 275 Accessibility Fire Grant $ 50,210.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School 2 Stop Elevator $ 162,591.00

2,316,551.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 3,860,918.33 $

District Contribution 1,544,367.33

051-570 51 2,316,551.00 $ 2,316,551.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Longfellow Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/67215-00-047 County: Riverside

APPLICANT DATA

Riverside Unified PTN: 67215 - 270
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 651,593.00

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 651,593.00

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval

APPLICANT DATA

Riverside Unified 67215 - 280

50/67215-00-039 Riverside      

King (Martin Luther Jr.) High District-wide

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

001-2223 GF $ 651,593.00

651,593.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 1,303,186.00

General Funds FY 2022/2023

Type of Project: High School Base Grant 580,743.00

Pupils Assigned: Fire Detection 1,161.00

9-12: 27 Small Size Project 69,689.00

Number of Classrooms: 1 Total State Share (50%) 651,593.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Applicant Share (50%) 651,593.00

Master Plan Acres: 61.1 Total Project Cost 1,303,186.00

Recommended Acres: 61.1

Existing Acres: 50.0

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 6,085,540.00

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 6,085,540.00

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

APPLICANT DATA

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Napa Valley Unified

50/66266-04-001

River Middle (Charter) Prev. 

Salvador Es

66266 - 317

Napa    

Super HSAA American Canyon (1) and 

Napa (3)

001-2223 GF $ 6,085,540.00

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

$ 12,171,080.00

General Funds FY 2022/2023

6,085,540.00

Type of Project: Middle School Automatic Sprinkler System 62,559.00

Pupils Assigned:

Base Grant 4,065,201.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Number of Classrooms: 10 Service Site Development 1,554,713.00

9-12: 189 Fire Detection 8,127.00

Use of Grants 1859.77.3(a): No Utilities 232,332.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Small Size Project 162,608.00

Master Plan Acres: 11.9 Applicant Share (50%) 6,085,540.00

Use of Grants 1859.77.3(b): Yes Total State Share (50%) 6,085,540.00

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Existing Acres: 9.0

Recommended Acres: 17.4 Total Project Cost 12,171,080.00
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

7-8:

7-8:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 10.7

Existing Acres: 16.14

Severe: 5

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: Total Project Cost $ 6,210,653.33

183

Applicant Share (40%) 2,484,261.33

Severe: 7 Total State Share (60%) 3,726,392.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 3,612,438.00

265 Prevailing Wage Monitoring $ 5,581.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 108,373.00

3,726,392.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 6,210,653.33 $

District Contribution 2,484,261.33

051-570 51 3,726,392.00 $ 3,726,392.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Lakeside Junior High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64717-00-010 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Little Lake City Elementary PTN: 64717 - 24
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 38.4

Existing Acres: 30.0

Total Project Cost $ 17,856,300.00

Applicant Share (40%) 7,142,520.00

Severe: 9 Total State Share (60%) 10,713,780.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 10,168,986.00

1186 Fire Detection $ 239,724.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 305,070.00

10,713,780.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 17,856,300.00 $

District Contribution 7,142,520.00

051-570 51 10,713,780.00 $ 10,713,780.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Center High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/73973-00-007 County: Sacramento

APPLICANT DATA

Center Joint Unified PTN: 73973 - 36
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

7-8:

7-8:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 10.7

Existing Acres: 18.83

Non-Severe: 3

Severe: 1

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: Total Project Cost $ 4,436,080.00

94

Applicant Share (40%) 1,774,432.00

Severe: 0 Total State Share (60%) 2,661,648.00

Non-Severe: 9 Project Assistance $ 5,214.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 2,512,190.00

229 Fire Detection $ 68,878.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 75,366.00

2,661,648.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 4,436,080.00 $

District Contribution 1,774,432.00

051-570 51 2,661,648.00 $ 2,661,648.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Woodlake Valley Middle

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/76794-00-003 County: Tulare

APPLICANT DATA

Woodlake Unified PTN: 76794 - 11,14,8
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 68.3

Existing Acres: 36.0

Total Project Cost $ 1,708,326.67

Applicant Share (40%) 683,330.67

Total State Share (60%) 1,024,996.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 851,127.00

101 Urban / Security  / Impacted Site $ 148,335.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 25,534.00

1,024,996.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 1,708,326.67 $

District Contribution 683,330.67

051-570 51 1,024,996.00 $ 1,024,996.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Calexico High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/63099-00-005 County: Imperial

APPLICANT DATA

Calexico Unified PTN: 63099 - 55
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 3.2

Recommended Acres: 7.5 Total Project Cost $ 1,210,098.33

Applicant Share (40%) 484,039.33

Total State Share (60%) 726,059.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 29 Urban / Security  / Impacted Site $ 122,168.00

Small Size Project $ 63,015.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 46 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 525,122.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 15,754.00

726,059.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 1,210,098.33 $

District Contribution 484,039.33

051-570 51 726,059.00 $ 726,059.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Rocketship Redwood City

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/69005-00-009 County: San Mateo

APPLICANT DATA

Redwood City Elementary PTN: 69005 - 30
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

7-8:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 9.9

Recommended Acres: 18.1 Total Project Cost $ 4,440,621.67

Applicant Share (40%) 1,776,248.67

Total State Share (60%) 2,664,373.00

Urban / Security  / Impacted Site $ 363,647.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 2,168,932.00

337 Fire Detection $ 66,726.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 65,068.00

2,664,373.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 4,440,621.67 $

District Contribution 1,776,248.67

051-570 51 2,664,373.00 $ 2,664,373.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Medea Creek Middle

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/73874-00-005 County: Ventura

APPLICANT DATA

Oak Park Unified PTN: 73874 - 48

102



SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

7-8:

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

Existing Acres: 20.0

Recommended Acres: 21.9

Total Project Cost $ 4,771,530.00

Severe: 9 Applicant Share (40%) 1,908,612.00

Non-Severe: 26 Total State Share (60%) 2,862,918.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 2,700,206.00

340 Fire Detection $ 81,706.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 81,006.00

2,862,918.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 4,771,530.00 $

District Contribution 1,908,612.00

051-570 51 2,862,918.00 $ 2,862,918.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

James L. Day Middle

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/75192-00-016 County: Riverside

APPLICANT DATA

Temecula Valley Unified PTN: 75192 - 174

103



SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Financial Hardship

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

The Applicant qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.81(c)(3). The Applicant 

qualifies as a County Superintendent of Schools.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 365 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 1.0

Existing Acres: 1.3

Total Project Cost $ 3,424,374.00

Applicant Share (40%) 1,490,706.00

Severe: 80 Total State Share (60%) 1,933,668.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,681,450.00

Non-Severe: 10 Small Size Project $ 201,774.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 50,444.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

1,281,866.00

256,365.00 3,168,009.00 $ 3,160,763.00

051-570 51 1,281,866.00

District Contribution 201,594.00 7,246.00

051-570 51 54,771.00 1,878,897.00 $ 1,878,897.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Bard Blades Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/10272-00-001 County: Monterey

APPLICANT DATA

Monterey County Office Of Education PTN: 10272 - 18
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/61309-00-018 County: Alameda

APPLICANT DATA

San Lorenzo Unified PTN: 61309 - 79

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Colonial Acres Elementary

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

051-570 51 1,395,811.00 $ 1,395,811.00

1,395,811.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,326,351.67 $

District Contribution 930,540.67

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 0 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 1,276,554.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 38,297.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 151 Small Size Project $ 51,062.00

Fire Detection $ 29,898.00

Applicant Share (40%) 930,540.67

Total State Share (60%) 1,395,811.00

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 9.8

Recommended Acres: 10.1 Total Project Cost $ 2,326,351.67
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

9-12

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64733-00-730 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Los Angeles Unified PTN: 64733 - 4155,5406

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Dorsey (Susan Miller) Sr. High

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

051-570 51 1,474,270.00 $ 1,474,270.00

District Contribution 982,846.67

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 35,466.00

1,474,270.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,457,116.67 $

Small Size Project $ 47,288.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 1,182,205.00

0 Fire Detection $ 19,998.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: Urban / Security  / Impacted Site $ 189,313.00

101 Total State Share (60%) 1,474,270.00

Total Project Cost $ 2,457,116.67

Applicant Share (40%) 982,846.67

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 33.5

Existing Acres: 19.7
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

9-12

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 39.0

Recommended Acres: 49.6

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs:

225

Non-Severe: 14

Total Project Cost $ 4,954,113.33

Non-Severe: 0 Applicant Share (40%) 1,981,645.33

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 2,885,891.00

0 Total State Share (60%) 2,972,468.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 86,577.00

2,972,468.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 4,954,113.33 $

District Contribution 1,981,645.33

051-570 51 2,972,468.00 $ 2,972,468.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Western High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/66431-00-025 County: Orange

APPLICANT DATA

Anaheim Union High PTN: 66431 - 101
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Existing Acres: 9.1 Total Project Cost $ 1,744,605.00

Recommended Acres: 9.1 Applicant Share (40%) 697,842.00

Total State Share (60%) 1,046,763.00

Small Size Project $ 37,977.00

Fire Detection $ 30,888.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 156 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 949,416.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 28,482.00

1,046,763.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 1,744,605.00 $

District Contribution 697,842.00

051-570 51 1,046,763.00 $ 1,046,763.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Roosevelt Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/72231-00-011 County: Tulare

APPLICANT DATA

Tulare City Elementary PTN: 72231 - 26,33,35
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Existing Acres: 42.1 Total Project Cost $ 2,193,143.33

Recommended Acres: 50.1 Applicant Share (40%) 877,257.33

Total State Share (60%) 1,315,886.00

Small Size Project $ 45,843.00

Geographic Location $ 62,661.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,146,072.00

136 Fire Detection $ 26,928.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 34,382.00

1,315,886.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,193,143.33 $

District Contribution 877,257.33

051-570 51 1,315,886.00 $ 1,315,886.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Southwest High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/63115-00-006 County: Imperial

APPLICANT DATA

Central Union High PTN: 63115 - 17
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 9.5

Existing Acres: 10.0

Total Project Cost $ 585,745.00

Non-Severe: 2 Applicant Share (40%) 234,298.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 29 Total State Share (60%) 351,447.00

Small Size Project $ 35,935.00

Non-Severe: 0 Fire Detection $ 7,066.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 3 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 299,462.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 8,984.00

351,447.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 585,745.00 $

District Contribution 234,298.00

051-570 51 351,447.00 $ 351,447.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Morningside Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/66522-00-102 County: Orange

APPLICANT DATA

Garden Grove Unified PTN: 66522 - 346
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

7-8:

7-8:

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/61150-00-029 County: Alameda

APPLICANT DATA

Castro Valley Unified PTN: 61150 - 98

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Creekside Middle

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

051-570 51 1,552,784.00 $ 1,552,784.00

District Contribution 1,035,189.33

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 42,653.00

1,552,784.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,587,973.33 $

Small Size Project $ 56,871.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 1,421,778.00

0 Fire Detection $ 31,482.00

Total Project Cost $ 2,587,973.33

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: Total State Share (60%) 1,552,784.00

159 Applicant Share (40%) 1,035,189.33

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 11.9

Existing Acres: 20.11
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 6.9

Existing Acres: 6.0

Total Project Cost $ 4,969,435.00

Applicant Share (40%) 1,987,774.00

Severe: 20 Total State Share (60%) 2,981,661.00

Non-Severe: 5 Fire Detection $ 89,331.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 387 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 2,808,087.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 84,243.00

2,981,661.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 4,969,435.00 $

District Contribution 1,987,774.00

051-570 51 2,981,661.00 $ 2,981,661.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Alvarado (Juan Bautista) Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64725-00-037 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Long Beach Unified PTN: 64725 - 361
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 10.1

Existing Acres: 10.96

Total Project Cost $ 5,531,298.33

Applicant Share (40%) 2,212,519.33

Severe: 15 Total State Share (60%) 3,318,779.00

Non-Severe: 5 Fire Detection $ 100,075.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 455 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 3,124,955.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 93,749.00

3,318,779.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 5,531,298.33 $

District Contribution 2,212,519.33

051-570 51 3,318,779.00 $ 3,318,779.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Bixby Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64725-00-038 County: Los Angeles

APPLICANT DATA

Long Beach Unified PTN: 64725 - 349
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 11.79

Recommended Acres: 9.5 Total Project Cost $ 694,406.67

Applicant Share (40%) 277,762.67

Total State Share (60%) 416,644.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 42 Small Size Project $ 42,608.00

Fire Detection $ 8,316.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 0 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 355,068.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 10,652.00

416,644.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 694,406.67 $

District Contribution 277,762.67

051-570 51 416,644.00 $ 416,644.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Los Coyotes Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/66472-00-016 County: Orange

APPLICANT DATA

Centralia Elementary PTN: 66472 - 27
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 5.7

Existing Acres: 6.68

Total Project Cost $ 3,046,185.00

Applicant Share (40%) 1,218,474.00

Total State Share (60%) 1,827,711.00

Severe: 9 Geographic Location $ 87,034.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 249 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,689,978.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 50,699.00

1,827,711.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 3,046,185.00 $

District Contribution 1,218,474.00

051-570 51 1,827,711.00 $ 1,827,711.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Bess Maxwell Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/61820-00-016 County: Del Norte

APPLICANT DATA

Del Norte County Unified PTN: 61820 - 22
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Existing Acres: 9.7 Total Project Cost $ 707,695.00

Recommended Acres: 9.5 Applicant Share (40%) 283,078.00

Total State Share (60%) 424,617.00

Small Size Project $ 43,089.00

Fire Detection $ 11,682.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 59 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 359,074.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 10,772.00

424,617.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 707,695.00 $

District Contribution 283,078.00

051-570 51 424,617.00 $ 424,617.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Newhope Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/66522-00-103 County: Orange

APPLICANT DATA

Garden Grove Unified PTN: 66522 - 292
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

Existing Acres: 10.73

Recommended Acres: 9.8

Non-Severe: 3 Total Project Cost $ 6,593,286.67

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 62 Applicant Share (40%) 2,637,314.67

Total State Share (60%) 3,955,972.00

Non-Severe: 21 Fire Detection $ 114,690.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 473 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 3,729,400.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 111,882.00

3,955,972.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 6,593,286.67 $

District Contribution 2,637,314.67

051-570 51 3,955,972.00 $ 3,955,972.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Rancho Romero Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/61804-00-048 County: Contra Costa

APPLICANT DATA

San Ramon Valley Unified PTN: 61804 - 219
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 10.4

Existing Acres: 9.17

Total Project Cost $ 4,307,051.67

Applicant Share (40%) 1,722,820.67

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 174 Total State Share (60%) 2,584,231.00

Fire Detection $ 66,132.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 160 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 2,444,756.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 73,343.00

2,584,231.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 4,307,051.67 $

District Contribution 1,722,820.67

051-570 51 2,584,231.00 $ 2,584,231.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Vista Grande Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/61804-00-049 County: Contra Costa

APPLICANT DATA

San Ramon Valley Unified PTN: 61804 - 221
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 897,673.00

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 897,673.00

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval

APPLICANT DATA

Fountain Valley Elementary 66498 - 33

50/66498-00-002 Orange         

Fulton (Harry C.) Middle District-wide

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

001-2223 GF $ 897,673.00

897,673.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 1,795,346.00

General Funds FY 2022/2023

Type of Project: Middle School Base Grant 510,612.00

Pupils Assigned: Fire Detection 969.00

Non-Severe: 17 Service Site Development 267,262.00

Number of Classrooms: 2 Small Size Project 61,273.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Utilities 57,557.00

Master Plan Acres: 14.0 Total State Share (50%) 897,673.00

Total Project Cost 1,795,346.00

Recommended Acres: 14.0 Applicant Share (50%) 897,673.00

Proposed Acres: 0.0

Existing Acres: 13.4

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 7.2

Existing Acres: 7.0

Total Project Cost $ 4,099,355.00

Applicant Share (40%) 1,639,742.00

Total State Share (60%) 2,459,613.00

Non-Severe: 11 Fire Detection $ 74,701.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 357 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 2,315,449.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 69,463.00

2,459,613.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 4,099,355.00 $

District Contribution 1,639,742.00

051-570 51 2,459,613.00 $ 2,459,613.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Ford (Henry) Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/69005-00-010 County: San Mateo

APPLICANT DATA

Redwood City Elementary PTN: 69005 - 33
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 6,567,469.00

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 6,567,469.00

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

Total Project Cost 13,134,938.00

Applicant Share (50%) 6,567,469.00

Proposed Acres: 0.0 Total State Share (50%) 6,567,469.00

Existing Acres: 3.9 Utilities 48,996.00

Recommended Acres: 37.0 Urban / Security  / Impacted Site 2,422,108.00

Master Plan Acres: 37.2 Small Size Project 128,194.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Service Site Development 323,023.00

Number of Classrooms: 7 Multi Level Construction 384,581.00

9-12: 149 Fire Detection 6,407.00

Type of Project: High School Automatic Sprinkler System 49,319.00

Pupils Assigned: Base Grant 3,204,841.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 13,134,938.00

General Funds FY 2022/2023

6,567,469.00

001-2223 GF $ 6,567,469.00

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Albany High District-wide

APPLICANT DATA

Albany Unified 61127 - 39

50/61127-00-004 Alameda        

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name: Filing Basis:

State

Previously Apportionment

Authorized This Action

State Share

NC/Add. Grant $ $ 4,239,907.00

Applicant Share

District Contribution

Total 0.00 $ $ 4,239,907.00

Funding Source: 

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

APPLICANT DATA

Martinez Unified 61739 - 31

50/61739-00-004 Contra Costa   

August 23, 2023 New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

John Muir Elementary District-wide

001-2223 GF $ 4,239,907.00

Fund Proposition Authorized

Code This Action

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

$ 8,479,814.00

General Funds FY 2022/2023

4,239,907.00

Number of Classrooms: 4 Fire Detection 988.00

Type of Project: Elementary School Automatic Sprinkler System 13,936.00

Pupils Assigned: K-6: 52 Base Grant 831,116.00

Master Plan Acres: 9.9 Service Site Development 2,913,079.00

Addition to Existing Site: No Off Site 196,114.00

Existing Acres: 6.75 Utilities 184,940.00

Recommended Acres: 7.2 Small Size Project 99,734.00

Applicant Share (50%) 4,239,907.00

Proposed Acres: 0.0 Total State Share (50%) 4,239,907.00

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

Total Project Cost 8,479,814.00
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Recommended Acres: 7.2

Existing Acres: 6.75

Total Project Cost $ 2,020,970.00

Severe: 1 Applicant Share (40%) 808,388.00

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: 128 Total State Share (60%) 1,212,582.00

Small Size Project $ 44,362.00

Severe: 0 Fire Detection $ 25,888.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 0 Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 1,109,060.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 33,272.00

1,212,582.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,020,970.00 $

District Contribution 808,388.00

051-570 51 1,212,582.00 $ 1,212,582.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

John Muir Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/61739-00-009 County: Contra Costa

APPLICANT DATA

Martinez Unified PTN: 61739 - 31
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Existing Acres: 13.74 Total Project Cost $ 3,204,138.33

Recommended Acres: 5.4 Applicant Share (40%) 1,281,655.33

Total State Share (60%) 1,922,483.00

Project Assistance $ 5,214.00

Geographic Location $ 91,299.00

Non-Severe: 3 Fire Detection $ 55,743.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 276 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,718,667.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 51,560.00

1,922,483.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 3,204,138.33 $

District Contribution 1,281,655.33

051-570 51 1,922,483.00 $ 1,922,483.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Riviera Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64014-00-004 County: Lake

APPLICANT DATA

Kelseyville Unified PTN: 64014 - 18
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

7-8:

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 12.1

Existing Acres: 11.6

Total Project Cost $ 5,232,420.00

Applicant Share (40%) 2,092,968.00

Total State Share (60%) 3,139,452.00

Severe: 6 Project Assistance $ 5,214.00

Non-Severe: 17 Geographic Location $ 149,249.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 2,814,845.00

385 Fire Detection $ 85,699.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Middle School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 84,445.00

3,139,452.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 5,232,420.00 $

District Contribution 2,092,968.00

051-570 51 3,139,452.00 $ 3,139,452.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Mountain Vista Middle

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64014-00-005 County: Lake

APPLICANT DATA

Kelseyville Unified PTN: 64014 - 15

125



SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

9-12

9-12

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 52.7

Existing Acres: 44.2

Non-Severe: 1

Pupils Assigned Over 50 Yrs: Total Project Cost $ 5,471,556.67

83

Applicant Share (40%) 2,188,622.67

Non-Severe: 2 Total State Share (60%) 3,282,934.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: Base Grant - Over 50Yr $ 3,122,238.00

250 Fire Detection $ 67,029.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 93,667.00

3,282,934.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 5,471,556.67 $

District Contribution 2,188,622.67

051-570 51 3,282,934.00 $ 3,282,934.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Palo Alto High

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/69641-00-033 County: Santa Clara

APPLICANT DATA

Palo Alto Unified PTN: 69641 - 103

126



SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

Existing Acres: 21.04 Total Project Cost $ 2,082,888.33

Recommended Acres: 9.8 Applicant Share (40%) 833,155.33

Total State Share (60%) 1,249,733.00

Small Size Project $ 43,031.00

Project Assistance $ 5,214.00

Severe: 8 Geographic Location $ 59,263.00

Non-Severe: 2 Fire Detection $ 34,188.00

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 147 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 1,075,764.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 32,273.00

1,249,733.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 2,082,888.33 $

District Contribution 833,155.33

051-570 51 1,249,733.00 $ 1,249,733.00

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

Kelseyville Elementary

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/64014-00-006 County: Lake

APPLICANT DATA

Kelseyville Unified PTN: 64014 - 17
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant:

Application No:

School Name:

State Share

Mod/Add. Grant $ $

Applicant Share

Total $ $

Funding Source: 

K-6:

August 23, 2023 Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

57/67124-00-028 County: Riverside

APPLICANT DATA

Moreno Valley Unified PTN: 67124 - 207

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

State

North Ridge Elementary

Apportionment

Code Authorized This Action This Action

Fund Proposition Previously Authorized

051-570 51 4,762,351.00 $ 4,762,351.00

4,762,351.00

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

0.00 7,937,251.67 $

District Contribution 3,174,900.67

Pupils Assigned Under 50 Yrs: 677 Base Grant - Under 50Yr $ 4,483,578.00

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Accessibility Fire Grant $ 134,507.00

Total State Share (60%) 4,762,351.00

Non-Severe: 28 Fire Detection $ 144,266.00

Total Project Cost $ 7,937,251.67

Applicant Share (40%) 3,174,900.67

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the deadline 

shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 

Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

Recommended Acres: 11.4

Existing Acres: 8.5
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REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM 
SUBSTANTIAL PROGRESS REDUCTION TO COSTS INCURRED 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To present School Facility Program (SFP) project apportionments to be reduced to 
eligible costs incurred. 

DESCRIPTION 

The SFP projects listed on the Attachment are Charter schools and County Office of 
Education that received a preliminary apportionment or Adjusted Grant fund 
release.  The Charter schools and County Office of Education have either requested 
to have their projects reduced to costs incurred or have not met the substantial 
progress requirement or have indicated that they will be unable to move forward 
with the SFP projects listed on the Attachment. The Charter schools and County 
Office of Education have requested that their apportionments be reduced to costs 
incurred to recognize eligible costs for the preliminary apportionment or Adjusted 
Grant. 

AUTHORITY 

Pursuant to Education Code Section 17076.10(b), sufficient evidence of substantial 
progress for the design, site and adjusted grant apportionments shall be due 18 
months from the date any funds were released to the district. The SFP Regulation 
Section 1859.105 requires that when an apportionment is reduced to project costs 
incurred or rescinded, all State funds not used to finance eligible expenditures are 
to be returned to the State Allocation Board (SAB).  The SFP Regulations also 
stipulate that interest earned on State funds, which is not used to finance eligible 
expenditures, is due to the SAB. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Find that the Charter schools and County Office of Education are unable to meet 
the substantial progress requirements or indicated that they will be unable to 
move forward with the projects listed on the Attachment. 

2. Reduce the funded apportionments to costs incurred for the projects listed on 
the Attachment. 

3. Direct Staff to adjust the District baseline eligibility, according to the increases 
(identified in the “Pupils Returned to the District’s Baseline” column) on the 
Attachment, once all funds due to the State have been received. 
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ATTACHMENT 

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM 

SUBSTANTIAL PROGRESS REDUCTION TO COSTS INCURRED 

State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

Pupil Grant Adjustments Grant Adjustments 

Type of 

Grant 

District 

County 

Application Number 

Type of 

Original Pupils 

Assigned to 

Apportionment 

Number of 

Original Pupils 

Assigned to 

Apportionment 

Number of 

Pupils 

Returned to 

the District's 

Baseline 

State/FH 

Contribution 

District 

Contribution Interest 

Amount of 

Eligible 

Expenditures 

Reduction in 

Apportionment 

Adjusted Grant 

Los Angeles Unified School District* 

Los Angeles 

54/64733-00-017 

9-12 258 243 $ 17,783,094.00 $ 0.00 $ 187,211.06 $ 16,909,023.51 $ 530,640.77 

Adjusted Grant 

Los Angeles Unified School District** 

Los Angeles 

54/64733-00-070 

N/A N/A N/A $ 9,480,408.00 $ 0.00 $ 108,734.37 $ 9,017,683.07 $ 285,729.65 

Design Grant 

Yuba County Office of Education*** 

Yuba 

50/10587-00-006 

Severe 9 9 $ 117,011.00 $ 0.00 $ 2,825.99 $ 0.00 $ 119,836.99 

Total of Reduction 

in Apportionment: 
$ 936,207.41 

*Recognize that the Charter School has already returned State funds and the CSFA Lease in the amount of $16,909,023.51. Require the Charter School to return the remaining
CSFA Lease in amount of $530,640.77.
**Recognize that the Charter School has already returned State funds and the CSFA Lease in the amount of $9,017,683.07. Require the Charter School to return the remaining
CSFA Lease in amount of $285,729.65.

*Recognize that the COE has already returned State funds in the amount of $119,836.99.
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Facility Hardship / 
Rehabilitation Program 



REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

FACILITY HARDSHIP / REHABILITATION PROGRAM 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

School District: Albany Unified 
Application Number: 51/61127-00-003 
Total District Enrollment: 3,529 
County: Alameda 

School Name: Marin Elementary 
Project Grade Level: K-5 
Financial Hardship: No  

TYPE OF REQUEST 

State Allocation Board (Board) approval for Apportionment for a School Facility Program (SFP) 
Seismic Mitigation Program (SMP) Replacement Project. 

Total Project Cost: $9,768,224.00 
Cost to the State: $4,884,112.00 

DESCRIPTION 

DESCRIPTION OF HEALTH AND SAFETY THREAT 

Four reports by R. P. Gallagher Associates, Inc., all dated May 10, 2013, identify several structural 
deficiencies in Building A, Building D, Building F, and Building G located at the Marin Elementary 
School site. The reports for each building identified critical structural deficiencies the wall anchorage 
and wall support designs of all four facilities. All the material insufficiencies identified in these reports 
render Building A, Building D, Building F, and Building G at high risk of collapse in the event of seismic 
activity. The four buildings qualify for the SMP based on the qualifying criteria in Education Code 
Section 17075.10 and SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.2. 

SCOPE OF PROJECT 

The scope of this SMP application includes the demolition of Building A, Building D, Building F, and 
Building G and replace the four buildings with new Building D, which is a two-story building, at the 
Marin Elementary School site.  
 
The plan set for this project includes work beyond the scope of this seismic application and is 
associated with SFP Modernization Application Number 57/61127-00-007. The modernization project 
scope will include any site work not covered by the seismic project, the modernization of existing 
Buildings A Complex (consists of the Administration Building, Multi-Purpose Building, and Library 
Building) and existing Building C, and the demolition of 8 portable facilities to be replaced with the new 
Building B. 
 

STATUS OF SCHOOL SITE 

The District has completed the construction of this project, and the District plans on having the entire 
site ready in time for the start of the 2023/2024 academic year in August 2023.  
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QUALIFYING CRITERIA 

GOVERNMENT/STATE LEVEL CONCURRENCE 

Building A, Building D, Building F, and Building G were classified as a Most Vulnerable Category 2 
Building type as defined in SFP regulations and have met qualifying criteria of the SMP. The Division 
of the State Architect (DSA) has approved the District for Phase One (Eligibility Evaluation) and Phase 
Two (Replacement Option Analysis and Design Criteria) as well as providing final plan approval. 
These approvals enable the District to apply for funding from the Board. 

Staff Supports the District’s Request: Yes 

SITE VISIT COMPLETED BY STAFF 

Staff accepted detailed reports from industry specialists and DSA approval in lieu of a site visit. 

AUTHORITY 

See Attachment A 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

1. Approve the District’s request for an Apportionment for Replacement funding for the 
replacement of Building A, Building D, Building F, and Building G at the Marin Elementary 
School site, pursuant to SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.2(b) as shown on Attachment B.  

2. Provide that the District’s Modernization eligibility will be reset for Building A, Building D,  
Building F, and Building G to the date of Apportionment for this project.  
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ATTACHMENT A 

AUTHORITY 

Seismic Mitigation Program – Replacement Projects 
(as of August 31, 2020) 

Education Code (EC) Section 17075.10(a) states:  
A school district may apply for hardship assistance in cases of extraordinary 
circumstances. Extraordinary circumstances may include, but are not limited to, the 
need to repair, reconstruct, or replace the most vulnerable school facilities that are 
identified as a Category 2 building, as defined in the report submitted pursuant to 
Section 17317, determined by the department to pose an unacceptable risk of injury to 
its occupants in the event of a seismic event. 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82 states, “A school district may apply for Facility Hardship, 
including Seismic Mitigation, Program assistance in cases of extraordinary circumstances that 
have caused an imminent health and safety threat.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.2 states that “A school district is eligible for funding to repair, 
reconstruct, or replace the Most Vulnerable Category 2 Buildings which were originally 
constructed to be used as School Facilities and pose an unacceptable risk of injury to its 
occupants in the event of seismic activity. Program eligibility is determined by the Division of 
the State Architect while determination of grant funding is determined by the Board based on 
the following criteria. 

Notwithstanding Sections 1859.93 and 1859.93.1, all applications for the seismic mitigation of 
the Most Vulnerable Category 2 Buildings shall be funded in the order of receipt of an 
Approved Application for funding. Any grants provided for the purpose of this section shall be 
provided as a new construction project and allocated on a 50 percent state share basis.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.2(a) states, 
(a) Seismic mitigation projects must meet all of the following requirements: 
(1) The construction contract was executed on or after May 20, 2006; 
(2) The project funding provided shall be for the minimum work necessary to obtain 
DSA approval; 
(3) The School Building is designed for occupancy by students and staff; and 
(4) The DSA concurs with a report by a structural engineer, which identifies structural 
deficiencies that pose an unacceptable risk of injury to its occupants in a seismic event. 
The structural engineers report shall conform to the guidelines prepared by the DSA, in 
accordance with Education Code Section 17310. 

If the unacceptable risk of injury is due to the presence of faulting, liquefaction or 
landslide, these hazards must be documented by a geological hazards report prepared 
by an engineering geologist in accordance with California Building Code, Part 2, 
Chapter 18, section 1803A and with concurrence of the California Geological Survey 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.2(b) states in part, “To qualify for replacement funding for 
School Buildings, the district must submit an Approved Application for funding and either (1) or 
(2) below: 
(1) For School Buildings that are lost, destroyed, or unable to be repaired, … 
(2) For School Buildings with interior square footage to be mitigated ….” 

Facility Elementary 
School Pupils 

Middle School 
Pupils 

High School 
Pupils 

Multi-Purpose (includes food 
service) 

5.3 sq. ft. per 
pupil minimum 
4,000 sq. ft. 

5.3 sq. ft. per 
pupil minimum 
5,000 sq. ft. 

6.3 sq. ft. per 
pupil minimum 
8,200 sq. ft. 

Toilet 3 sq. ft. per 
pupil minimum 
300 sq. ft. 

4 sq. ft. per pupil 
minimum 300 sq. 
ft. 

5 sq. ft. per pupil 
minimum 300 sq. 
ft. 

Gymnasium  
(includes shower/locker area) 

N/A 12.9 sq. ft. per 
pupil minimum 
6,828 sq. ft. 
maximum 16,000 
sq. ft. 

15.3 sq. ft. per 
pupil minimum 
8,380 sq. ft. 
maximum 18,000 
sq. ft. 

School Administration 3 sq. ft. per 
pupil minimum 
600 sq. ft. 

3 sq. ft. per pupil 
minimum 600 sq. 
ft. 

4 sq. ft. per pupil 
minimum 800 sq. 
ft. 

Library/Media Center  2.3 sq. ft. per 
pupil plus 600 
sq. ft.,  
minimum 960 
sq. ft. 

3.3 sq. ft. per 
pupil plus 600 sq. 
ft. 
minimum 960 sq. 
ft. 

4.3 sq. ft. per 
pupil plus 600 sq. 
ft. 
minimum 960 sq. 
ft. 

Kindergarten Classrooms 
(including Transitional 
Kindergarten) 

1,350 sq. ft. for 
each 
replacement 
classroom. 

 
NA 

 
NA 

Classrooms (1st-12th  grade) 960 sq. ft. for 
each 
replacement 
classroom  

960 sq. ft. for 
each 
replacement 
classroom  

960 sq. ft. for 
each 
replacement 
classroom  

Computer instructional support 
area, Industrial and 
Technology/Education Laboratory 

960 sq. ft. for 
each 
replacement 
classroom.  

960 sq. ft. for 
each 
replacement 
classroom.  

960 sq. ft. for 
each 
replacement 
classroom.  

Laboratory Classrooms (including 
science and consumer home 
economics. (Does not include 
Industrial and 
Technology/Education 
Laboratory) 

1,300 sq. ft. for 
each 
replacement 
classroom.  

1,300 sq. ft. for 
each 
replacement 
classroom.  

1,300 sq. ft. for 
each 
replacement 
classroom.  
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

Section 1859.61. Adjustments to the Modernization Baseline Eligibility. 

(l) Adjusted upon Board receipt of the local school board resolution acknowledging that the 

buildings have been removed from K-12 classroom use, as follows:  

(1) School Buildings and/or classrooms that receive replacement funding via the New 

Construction Grant or the Facility Hardship Square Footage Grant pursuant to Section 

1859.82.1 or Section 1859.82.2. 

(2) School Buildings and/or classrooms that were originally included in the district’s baseline 

eligibility and were later demolished or removed from classroom use due to health and/or 

safety concerns that meet the requirements of Regulation Section 1859.82.1 or 1859.82.2 as 

verified by OPSC, except the district did not have the current enrollment to support the 

replacement and funding of those School Buildings and/or classrooms. School Buildings 

and/or classrooms removed from K-12 classroom use that remain on the school site will be 

identified on a list published on OPSC’s website. 

For (l)(1) the building age shall be reset to the date of the Apportionment for the 

corresponding project. For (l)(2) the building shall be removed from the classroom inventory 

used to establish modernization eligibility at the site. 
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PTN: 61127 - 42,43 

County: Alameda        

Filing Basis: District-wide 

State 
Previously Authorized Apportionment 

Authorized This Action This Action 

$ $ 3,664,659.52 $ 3,664,659.52 

1,219,452.48 1,219,452.48 

4,884,112.00 
$ 0.00 $ 9,768,224.00 $ 4,884,112.00 

$ 2,295,906.00 

$ 23,030.00 

9 $ 278,272.00 

No $ 988,382.00 

10.8 $ 1,261,467.00 

9.5 $ 37,055.00 

2.49 4,884,112.00 

4,884,112.00 

$ 9,768,224.00 

SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023 Seismic Mitigation Replacement - Adjusted Grant 

APPLICANT DATA 

Applicant: Albany Unified 

Application No: 51/61127-00-003 

School Name: MARIN ELEMENTARY 

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING 

Fund Proposition 

Code 

State Share 

Seismic Mitigation Grant 001-2223 GF 

Seismic Mitigation Grant 057-505 1D 
Applicant Share 

District Contribution 
Total 
Funding Sources: Proposition 1D Bonds/2006-Nov.; General Funds FY 2022/2023 

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA 

Type of Project: Elementary School Facility Hardship Replacement Other 

Facility Hardship Replacement Toilets 

Number of Classrooms: Multi Level Construction 

Addition to Existing Site: Service Site Development 

Master Plan Acres: Urban / Security  / Impacted Site 

Recommended Acres: Utilities 

Existing Acres: Total State Share (50%) 

Fac. Hardship Replacement 
Toilet (sq. ft.): 

49.00 Applicant Share (50%) 

Total Project Cost 

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS 

Fac. Hardship Replacement 
Other (sq.ft.): 

8,763.00 

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and 
must be received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB 
approval of the Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via 
email to OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov. 

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on 
the program forms. 

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund 
Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 
prior to the deadline shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action. 

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor 
Compliance Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced. 
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REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

FACILITY HARDSHIP / REHABILITATION PROGRAM 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

School District: Anderson Union High 
Application Number: 58/69856-00-002 
Total District Enrollment: 1,622 
County: Shasta 

School Name: Anderson High 
Project Grade Level: 9-12 
Financial Hardship: No 

TYPE OF REQUEST 

State Allocation Board (Board) Apportionment for a School Facility Program (SFP) Facility 
Hardship Program rehabilitation project. 

Total Project Cost: $826,968.33 
Cost to the State: $496,181.00 

DESCRIPTION 

DESCRIPTION OF HEALTH AND SAFETY THREAT 

A report by M/E Systems Engineering, Inc. dated February 2023 notes that the Anderson 
Cottonwood Irrigation District (ACID) notified the Anderson Union High School District that the 
water supply in the canal that borders the site would be greatly diminished and “to expect no 
water in future years”. The reports identified this as a “critical hardship” for the Anderson 
Union High School campus in general and the Small Gymnasium Building in particular 
because the open-loop canal water system used for the HVAC system in the heavily-used 
Small Gymnasium “uses canal water for cooling without any backup cooling option”. The 
report goes on to state that the Small Gymnasium “is not habitable without air conditioning” 
due to “outdoor temperatures in Anderson reaching in excess of 100°F in late Spring, 
Summer, and early Fall”, thereby posing a “imminent health and safety risk to students”.  

SCOPE OF PROJECT 

The minimum work necessary to mitigate the health and safety threat includes the conversion 
of the existing open-loop canal water cooling system in the Small Gymnasium’s HVAC system 
into a closed-loop chilled water system involving expanding the use of the chilled water 
system (which was originally installed as part of the project scope of the site’s project 
regarding the Main Gymnasium) to also serve the Small Gymnasium. 

STATUS OF SCHOOL SITE 

The District plans to bid for contracts for this project in late Summer 2023.  
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QUALIFYING CRITERIA 

GOVERNMENT/STATE LEVEL CONCURRENCE 

The Public Health Branch of the Shasta County Health and Human Services Agency has 
provided written concurrence that supports the industry specialist’s findings and 
recommended work to mitigate the health and safety threat. 
 
Staff Supports the District’s Request: Yes 

SITE VISIT COMPLETED BY STAFF 

Staff accepted a detailed report from an industry specialist in lieu of a site visit. 

AUTHORITY 

See Attachment A 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the District’s request for an Apportionment to convert the existing open-loop 
canal water piping in the Small Gymnasium’s HVAC system into a closed-loop chilled 
water system at the Anderson High School site, pursuant to SFP Regulation Section 
1859.82.1(c) as shown on Attachment B.
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ATTACHMENT A 

AUTHORITY 

Facility Hardship Program – Rehabilitation Projects 
(as of August 31, 2020) 

Education Code (EC) Section 17075.10(a) states:  
A school district may apply for hardship assistance in cases of extraordinary 
circumstances. Extraordinary circumstances may include, but are not limited to, the 
need to repair, reconstruct, or replace the most vulnerable school facilities that are 
identified as a Category 2 building, as defined in the report submitted pursuant to 
Section 17317, determined by the department to pose an unacceptable risk of injury to 
its occupants in the event of a seismic event. 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82 states, “A school district may apply for Facility Hardship, 
including Seismic Mitigation, Program assistance in cases of extraordinary circumstances that 
have caused an imminent health and safety threat.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.1 states that “a district is eligible for Facility Hardship funding 
to repair, replace, or construct School Buildings or related required components that are 
currently causing a health and safety threat to the students and/or staff. Projects solely to 
replace components that have reached the end of their useful life, perform routine 
maintenance or repair, issues resulting from the deferment of routine maintenance or repair, 
lack of current code compliance, or the addition of components that were not previously 
existing, do not meet the qualifying criteria of the program.  However, this work may be 
incorporated into a qualifying Facility Hardship application if it is required to be completed to 
gain DSA approval.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.1(c) states,  
Districts may qualify for funding to rehabilitate their School Buildings, components of 
School Buildings, or school site conditions. Factors to be considered by the Board may 
include (1) or (2) below: 

(1) School Buildings where the minimum cost to mitigate the health and safety threat and 

remain in the School Building is 50 percent or less of the Current Replacement Cost.  

(2) Components of the School Buildings or school sites conditions are causing a health 
and safety threat to students and/or staff. 
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name:

State

Previously Authorized Apportionment

Authorized This Action This Action

State Share

$ $ 496,181.00 $ 496,181.00

Applicant Share

330,787.33

Total $ 0.00 $ 826,968.33 $ 496,181.00

Funding Source: 

$ 490,967.00

$ 5,214.00

496,181.00

330,787.33

$ 826,968.33

August 23, 2023 Facility Hardship Rehabilitation - Adjusted Grant

APPLICANT DATA

Anderson Union High 69856 - 24

58/69856-00-002 Shasta 

ANDERSON HIGH

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Fund Proposition

Code

Facility Hardship Grant 051-570 51

District Contribution

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Rehabilitation

Project Assistance

Total State Share (60%)

Recommended Acres: 24.9 Applicant Share (40%)

Existing Acres: 27.0 Total Project Cost

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the 

program forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the 

deadline shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor 

Compliance Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.
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REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

FACILITY HARDSHIP / REHABILITATION PROGRAM 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

School District: Greenfield Union 
Application Number: 58/63503-00-001 
Total District Enrollment: 9,177 
County: Kern 

School Name: W.A. Kendrick Elementary 
Project Grade Level: K-5 
Financial Hardship: No 

TYPE OF REQUEST 

State Allocation Board (Board) Apportionment for a School Facility Program (SFP) Facility 
Hardship Program rehabilitation project. 

Total Project Cost: $2,092,168.33 
Cost to the State: $1,255,301.00 

DESCRIPTION 

DESCRIPTION OF HEALTH AND SAFETY THREAT 

A report by INERTIA Engineers, Inc. dated January 13, 2022 noted that a site visit to the W.A. 
Kendrick Elementary School site was conducted on January 3, 2022 to assess the exterior 
wood beams throughout the site. During the site visit, the structural engineers observed 
damaged wood beams impacted by “varying degrees of dry rot, termite damage, and 
delamination”. The report categorized all the exterior beams throughout the site and 
determined that the beams identified in Category B and C lacked structural integrity and 
needed to be mitigated. In the review of the industry specialist’s report, the Division of the 
State Architect concurred on February 21, 2023, that the damaged exterior wood beams and 
framing “are an imminent health and safety hazard” that “require immediate replacement”.  

SCOPE OF PROJECT 

The minimum work necessary to mitigate the health and safety threat includes the 
replacement of the wood beams identified in Categories B and C with steel beams. The plan 
set for this project also includes work beyond the scope of this Facility Hardship Program 
application, namely the work involved in replaced the exterior wood beams identified in 
Category A, which were beams where “no significant damage was encountered” during the 
site visit, but the District opted to replace them at the same time as the impacted beams 
identified in Categories B and C.  

STATUS OF SCHOOL SITE 

The project was completed at the end of July 2023.  
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QUALIFYING CRITERIA 

GOVERNMENT/STATE LEVEL CONCURRENCE 

The Division of the State Architect has provided written concurrence that supports the industry 
specialist’s findings and recommended work to mitigate the health and safety threat. 
 
Staff Supports the District’s Request: Yes 

SITE VISIT COMPLETED BY STAFF 

Staff accepted a detailed report from an industry specialist in lieu of a site visit. 

AUTHORITY 

See Attachment A 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the District’s request for an Apportionment to replace the exterior wood beams 
identified in Categories B and C with steel beams on the W.A. Kendrick Elementary 
School site, pursuant to SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.1(c) as shown on Attachment 
B.
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ATTACHMENT A 

AUTHORITY 

Facility Hardship Program – Rehabilitation Projects 
(as of August 31, 2020) 

Education Code (EC) Section 17075.10(a) states:  
A school district may apply for hardship assistance in cases of extraordinary 
circumstances. Extraordinary circumstances may include, but are not limited to, the 
need to repair, reconstruct, or replace the most vulnerable school facilities that are 
identified as a Category 2 building, as defined in the report submitted pursuant to 
Section 17317, determined by the department to pose an unacceptable risk of injury to 
its occupants in the event of a seismic event. 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82 states, “A school district may apply for Facility Hardship, 
including Seismic Mitigation, Program assistance in cases of extraordinary circumstances that 
have caused an imminent health and safety threat.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.1 states that “a district is eligible for Facility Hardship funding 
to repair, replace, or construct School Buildings or related required components that are 
currently causing a health and safety threat to the students and/or staff. Projects solely to 
replace components that have reached the end of their useful life, perform routine 
maintenance or repair, issues resulting from the deferment of routine maintenance or repair, 
lack of current code compliance, or the addition of components that were not previously 
existing, do not meet the qualifying criteria of the program.  However, this work may be 
incorporated into a qualifying Facility Hardship application if it is required to be completed to 
gain DSA approval.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.1(c) states,  
Districts may qualify for funding to rehabilitate their School Buildings, components of 
School Buildings, or school site conditions. Factors to be considered by the Board may 
include (1) or (2) below: 

(1) School Buildings where the minimum cost to mitigate the health and safety threat and 

remain in the School Building is 50 percent or less of the Current Replacement Cost.  

(2) Components of the School Buildings or school sites conditions are causing a health 
and safety threat to students and/or staff. 
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name:

State

Previously Authorized Apportionment

Authorized This Action This Action

State Share

$ $ 1,255,301.00 $ 1,255,301.00

Applicant Share

836,867.33

Total $ 0.00 $ 2,092,168.33 $ 1,255,301.00

Funding Source: 

$ 1,255,301.00

1,255,301.00

836,867.33

$ 2,092,168.33

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program 

forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the 

deadline shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor 

Compliance Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

Recommended Acres: 11.4 Total Project Cost

Existing Acres: 11.39

Total State Share (60%)

Applicant Share (40%)

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: Elementary School Rehabilitation

District Contribution

Facility Hardship Grant 051-570 51

Fund Proposition

Code

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Greenfield Union 63503 - 93

58/63503-00-001 Kern     

KENDRICK (W.A.) ELEMENTARY

August 23, 2023 Facility Hardship Rehabilitation - Adjusted Grant

APPLICANT DATA
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REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

FACILITY HARDSHIP / REHABILITATION PROGRAM 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

School District: Wheatland Union High 
Application Number: 58/72769-00-002 
Total District Enrollment: 1,096 
County: Yuba 

School Name: Wheatland Union High 
Project Grade Level: 9-12 
Financial Hardship: No 

TYPE OF REQUEST 

State Allocation Board (Board) Apportionment for a School Facility Program (SFP) Facility 
Hardship Program rehabilitation project. 

Total Project Cost: $263,986.67 
Cost to the State: $158,392.00 

DESCRIPTION 

DESCRIPTION OF HEALTH AND SAFETY THREAT 

A report by Pace Engineering, Inc. dated October 17, 2022 noted that, during a construction 
project for its Agricultural Mechanics Building, the District discovered that a part of the water 
line on the Wheatland Union High School site is a four-inch water line. The industry specialist 
states that a 4-inch water line is not of sufficient size to provide the needed water flow and 
pressure to the building in the event of a fire, which poses “an immediate threat to the safety 
of all students and staff on-site”. Furthermore, the Wheatland Fire Authority stated that if this 
issue is not mitigated soon, that they “will need to order a cease-and-desist order for the 
facility and prevent the use of the school until the needed repairs are completed”.  

SCOPE OF PROJECT 

The minimum work necessary to mitigate the health and safety threat includes the installation 
of a larger, eight-inch water line that will “deliver the appropriate pressure when needed in the 
vent of a fire”. 

STATUS OF SCHOOL SITE 

The project is under construction, and the District anticipates completing construction of the 
project by the end of August 2023.  

QUALIFYING CRITERIA 

GOVERNMENT/STATE LEVEL CONCURRENCE 

The Wheatland Fire Authority has provided written concurrence that supports the industry 
specialist’s findings and recommended work to mitigate the health and safety threat. 
 
Staff Supports the District’s Request: Yes 
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SITE VISIT COMPLETED BY STAFF 

Staff accepted a detailed report from an industry specialist in lieu of a site visit. 

AUTHORITY 

See Attachment A 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the District’s request for an Apportionment to install a larger water line on the 
Wheatland Union High School site, pursuant to SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.1(c) 
as shown on Attachment B.
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ATTACHMENT A 

AUTHORITY 

Facility Hardship Program – Rehabilitation Projects 
(as of August 31, 2020) 

Education Code (EC) Section 17075.10(a) states:  
A school district may apply for hardship assistance in cases of extraordinary 
circumstances. Extraordinary circumstances may include, but are not limited to, the 
need to repair, reconstruct, or replace the most vulnerable school facilities that are 
identified as a Category 2 building, as defined in the report submitted pursuant to 
Section 17317, determined by the department to pose an unacceptable risk of injury to 
its occupants in the event of a seismic event. 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82 states, “A school district may apply for Facility Hardship, 
including Seismic Mitigation, Program assistance in cases of extraordinary circumstances that 
have caused an imminent health and safety threat.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.1 states that “a district is eligible for Facility Hardship funding 
to repair, replace, or construct School Buildings or related required components that are 
currently causing a health and safety threat to the students and/or staff. Projects solely to 
replace components that have reached the end of their useful life, perform routine 
maintenance or repair, issues resulting from the deferment of routine maintenance or repair, 
lack of current code compliance, or the addition of components that were not previously 
existing, do not meet the qualifying criteria of the program.  However, this work may be 
incorporated into a qualifying Facility Hardship application if it is required to be completed to 
gain DSA approval.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.82.1(c) states,  
Districts may qualify for funding to rehabilitate their School Buildings, components of 
School Buildings, or school site conditions. Factors to be considered by the Board may 
include (1) or (2) below: 

(1) School Buildings where the minimum cost to mitigate the health and safety threat and 

remain in the School Building is 50 percent or less of the Current Replacement Cost.  

(2) Components of the School Buildings or school sites conditions are causing a health 
and safety threat to students and/or staff. 
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SAB Meeting:

Applicant: PTN:

Application No: County:

School Name:

State

Previously Authorized Apportionment

Authorized This Action This Action

State Share

$ $ 158,392.00 $ 158,392.00

Applicant Share

105,594.67

Total $ 0.00 $ 263,986.67 $ 158,392.00

Funding Source: 

$ 153,178.00

$ 5,214.00

158,392.00

105,594.67

$ 263,986.67

The Applicant shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the 

program forms.

The Applicant is required to submit a signed Grant Agreement for the project prior to or concurrent with a valid Fund Release 

Authorization (Form SAB 50-05). Failure to submit an executed Grant Agreement and valid Form SAB 50-05 prior to the 

deadline shall result in the Apportionment being rescinded without further board action.

The Applicant is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor 

Compliance Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.

STIPULATED TERMS & NEXT STEPS

A valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) must be signed by the designated District Representative and must be 

received by the Office of Public School Construction prior to 11:59 p.m. within 180 calendar days of SAB approval of the 

Apportionment for this project. The form may be submitted electronically via OPSC Online or via email to 

OPSCApplicationReviewTeam@dgs.ca.gov.

Recommended Acres: 35.5 Applicant Share (40%)

Existing Acres: 34.02 Total Project Cost

Project Assistance

Total State Share (60%)

Proposition 51 Bonds/2016-Nov.

APPLICATION DATA PROGRAM GRANT DATA

Type of Project: High School Rehabilitation

District Contribution

Facility Hardship Grant 051-570 51

Fund Proposition

Code

HISTORY OF PROJECT FUNDING

Wheatland Union High 72769 - 15

58/72769-00-002 Yuba  

WHEATLAND UNION HIGH

August 23, 2023 Facility Hardship Rehabilitation - Adjusted Grant

APPLICANT DATA
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Resolution: 2023-08-10 

State of California 

State Allocation Board 

CALIFORNIA PRESCHOOL, TRANSITIONAL KINDERGARTEN 
AND FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN FACILITIES GRANT PROGRAM 

This Resolution of the State Allocation Board (hereafter referred to as the 

“Board”) is applicable to the appropriate sections of the Education Code and is 

described and filed in the office of the Executive Officer and will be made available to all 

interested parties as the Resolution pertains to the documents attached hereto. Said 

documents were acted upon by the Board at its meeting on August 23, 2023. 

WHEREAS, the Board has determined to be approvable a number of projects for 

new construction or retrofit eligibility of California preschool, transitional kindergarten 

and/or kindergarten facilities for school districts, it is making apportionments and/or 

adjustments for the grant amounts for projects that meet the Board’s criteria for the 

apportionment of grants pursuant to Education Code Section 17375. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: 

1. The Board anticipates that the school district(s) will pay certain capital 

expenditures in connection with some or all of the project(s) cost. 

2. The Board, acting on behalf of the State, hereby declares that it is the State’s 

official intent to use General Fund proceeds that are available for such purpose, 

consistent with the requirements of law that are in effect at the time the funds are 

available, to provide grants, in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. 

3. This Resolution shall be continuously available for inspection by the general 

public during normal business hours at the office of the Board at 707 3rd Street, 

4th Floor, West Sacramento, California, commencing within one week after the 

date of enactment of this Resolution. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023  FDK – Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/71795-00-001 

School District: Allensworth Elementary 

County: Tulare 

School Name: Allensworth Elementary 

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

 

Total Pupils Assigned: 50 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

0 

25 

25 

Financial Hardship Requested: Yes 

Preference Points: 80 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

2 

0 

1 

1 

 

Existing Acres:  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

TK New Construction $ 365,575.00 

FDK New Construction $ 365,575.00 

Fire Detection/Alarm 850.00 

Project Assistance 8,943.00 

Site Development 255,902.50 

Conversion Grant 498,423.50 

State Grant Total 1,495,269.00 

District Share 498,423.00 

Total Project Cost $ 1,993,692.00 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $ 1,495,269.00 

District Share 

Cash Contribution 75,659.00 

Financial Hardship 422,764.00 

Total Project Cost $ 1,993,692.00 

 

 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 1,513,643.50 $ (18,374.50)  $ (18,374.50) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution  75,659.00   

Financial Hardship 1027-2122 428,888.75 (6,124.75) (6,124.75) 

Total  $ 2,018,191.25 $ (24,499.25)  $ (24,499.25) 

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.  

150



 

The District qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.14(a)(3). The District has demonstrated it is financially 

unable to provide all or a part of the matching funds and is levying the developer fees or equal alternative revenue source justified by 

law. The District's total bonding capacity as of September 20, 2022 is $5 million or less. 

Advance funds in the amount of $292,460.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$1,625,573.00 ($1,993,692.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the 
receipt of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form 
SAB 70-02). 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023  FDK – Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/63404-00-009 

School District: Delano Union 

County: Kern 

School Name: Nueva Vista Language Academy 

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

 

Total Pupils Assigned: 200 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

0 

100 

100 

Financial Hardship Requested: Yes 

Preference Points: 55 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

8 

0 

4 

4 

 

Existing Acres:  

  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

TK New Construction $ 1,462,300.00 

FDK New Construction 1,462,300.00 

Fire Detection/ Alarm 3,400.00 

Site Development 1,023,610.00 

Conversion Grant 987,903.00 

State Grant Total 4,939,513.00 

District Share 2,963,707.00 

Total Project Cost $ 7,903,220.00 

 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $ 4,939,513.00 

District Share 

Cash Contribution 52,083.00 

Financial Hardship 2,911,624.00 

Total Project Cost $ 7,903,220.00 

 

 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 5,000,763.00 $ (61,250.00) $ (61,250.00) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution  52,083.00   

Financial Hardship 1027-2122 2,948,374.00 (36,750.00) (36,750.00) 

Total  $ 8,001,220.00 $ (98,000.00) $ (98,000.00) 

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 

  

152



 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced. 

The District qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.14(a)(1). The District has demonstrated it is 

financially unable to provide all or a part of the matching funds and is levying the developer fees or equal alternative revenue 

source justified by law. The District’s outstanding bonded indebtedness as of October 12, 2022 is at least 60 percent of its total 

bonding capacity. 

Advance funds in the amount of $1,169,840.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$6,681,297.00 ($7,903,220.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the 
receipt of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form 
SAB 70-02). 

With the exception of School Districts receiving Financial Hardship funding, a portion of the School District’s required matching share 
will be equal to a 25 percent District share and a 50 percent District share for New Construction, pursuant to Regulation Section 
1860.11. 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2022  FDK –Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/71894-00-002 

School District: Ducor Union Elementary 

County: Tulare 

School Name: Ducor Union Elementary 

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

 

Total Pupils Assigned: 25 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

0 

25 

0 

Financial Hardship Requested: Yes 

Preference Points: 55 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

1 

0 

1 

0 

 

Existing Acres:  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

TK New Construction $ 365,575.00 

Fire Detection/Alarm 425.00 

Project Assistance 8,943.00 

Site Development 127,951.00 

Conversion Grant 251,447.00 

State Grant Total 754,341.00 

District Share 251,447.00 

Total Project Cost $ 1,005,788.00 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $754,341.00 

District Share 

Cash Contribution 2,114.00 

Financial Hardship 249,333.00 

Total Project Cost $ 1,005,788.00 

 
 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 763,528.50  $ (9,187.50) $ (9,187.50) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution  2,114.00   

Financial Hardship 1027-2122 252,395.50 (3,062.50) (3,062.50) 

Total  $ 1,018,038.00 $ (12,250.00) $ (12,250.00)  

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.  
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The District qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.14(a)(3). The District has demonstrated it is financially 

unable to provide all or a part of the matching funds and is levying the developer fees or equal alternative revenue source justified by 

law. The District's total bonding capacity (as of October 4, 2022) is $5 million or less. 

Advance funds in the amount of $146,230.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$857,444.00 ($1,005,788.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the receipt 
of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form SAB 70-
02). 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023 FDK - Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/71548-00-002 

School District: Gerber Union Elementary 

County: Tehama 

School Name: Gerber Elementary 

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

 

Total Pupils Assigned: 75 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

  0 

50 

25 

Financial Hardship Requested: No 

Preference Points: 28 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

3 

0 

2 

1 

 

Existing Acres:  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

TK New Construction $ 731,150.00 

FDK New Construction  365,575.00 

Fire Detection/Alarm 1,275.00 

Project Assistance 8,943.00 

Site Development 383,854.00 

Conversion Grant 745,398.50 

State Grant Total 2,236,195.50 

District Share 745,398.50 

Total Project Cost $ 2,981,594.00 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $ 2,236,195.50 

District Share 

Cash Contribution 745,398.50 

Financial Hardship  

Total Project Cost $ 2,981,594.00 

 

 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 2,263,758.00 $ (27,562.50) $ (27,562.50) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution  754,586.00 (9,187.50)  

Financial Hardship     

Total  $ 3,018,344.00  $ (36,750.00) $ (27,562.50) 

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.  
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Advance funds in the amount of $438,690.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$1,797,505.50 ($2,981,594.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the 
receipt of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form 
SAB 70-02). 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023  FDK – Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/64048-00-002 

School District: Lucerne Elementary 

County: Lake 

School Name: Lucerne Elementary  

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

 

Total Pupils Assigned: 50 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

0 

50 

0 

Financial Hardship Requested: Yes 

Preference Points: 66 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

2 

0 

2 

0 

 

Existing Acres:  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

TK New Construction $ 731,150.00 

Fire Detection/Alarm 850.00 

Project Assistance 8,943.00 

Site Development 255,902.50 

Conversion Grant 498,422.75 

State Grant Total 1,495,268.25 

District Share 498,422.75 

Total Project Cost $1,993,691.00 

  

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $1,495,268.25 

District Share 

Cash Contribution  

Financial Hardship 498,422.75 

Total Project Cost $1,993,691.00 

 

 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $1,513,643.25  $ (18,375.00) $ (18,375.00) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution     

Financial Hardship 1027-2122 $504,547.75 $ (6,125.00) $ (6,125.00) 

Total  $2,018,191.00  $ (24,500.00) $ (24,500.00) 

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced. 
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The District qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.14(a)(3). The District has demonstrated it is financially 

unable to provide all or a part of the matching funds and is levying the developer fees or equal alternative revenue source justified by 

law. The District's total bonding capacity (as of August 23, 2022) is $5 million or less. 

Advance funds in the amount of $292,460.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$1,701,231.00 ($1,993,691.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the 
receipt of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form 
SAB 70-02). 

With the exception of School Districts receiving Financial Hardship funding, a portion of the School District’s required matching share 
will be equal to a 75 percent State share and a 50 percent State share for New Construction OR a 75 percent State share and a 60 
percent State share for Retrofit, pursuant to Regulation Sections 1860.11 and 1860.13. 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023  FDK - Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/63180-00-002 

School District: McCabe Union Elementary   

County: Imperial 

School Name: McCabe Elementary   

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

 

Total Pupils Assigned: 100 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

0 

100 

0 

Financial Hardship Requested: Yes 

Preference Points: 40 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

4 

0 

4 

0 

 

Existing Acres:  

  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

TK New Construction $1,462,300.00 

Automatic Fire/Alarm 1,700.00 

Project Assistance  8,943.00 

Site Development 511,805.00 

Conversion Grant 992,374.00 

State Grant Total 2,977,122.00 

District Share 992,374.00 

Total Project Cost $3,969,496.00 

 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $2,977,122.00 

District Share 

Cash Contribution 618,559.00 

Financial Hardship 373,815.00 

Total Project Cost $3,969,496.00 

 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 3,013,872.00 $ (36,750.00) $ (36,750.00) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution  618,559.00   

Financial Hardship 1027-2122 386,065.00 (12,250.00) (12,250.00) 

Total  $ 4,018,496.00 $ (49,000.00) $ (49,000.00) 

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced. 
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The District qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.14(a)(1). The District has demonstrated it is 

financially unable to provide all or a part of the matching funds and is levying the developer fees or equal alternative revenue 

source justified by law. The District’s outstanding bonded indebtedness at the date of request (November 7, 2022) is at least 60 

percent of its total bonding capacity. 

Advance funds in the amount of $584,920.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$2,766,017.00 ($3,969,496.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the 
receipt of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form 
SAB 70-02). 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023 FDK – Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/72538-00-009 

School District: Oxnard Elementary 

County: Ventura 

School Name: Driffill Elementary

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

 

Total Pupils Assigned: 250 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

100 

100 

  50 

Financial Hardship Requested: No 

Preference Points: 30 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

10 

4 

4 

2 

 

Existing Acres:  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

Preschool New Construction $ 1,462,300.00 

TK New Construction  1,462,300.00 

FDK New Construction  731,150.00 

Fire Detection/Alarm 4,250.00 

Site Development 1,279,513.00 

Conversion Grant 1,975,805.00 

State Grant Total 6,915,318.00 

District Share   2,963,707.00 

Total Project Cost $ 9,879,025.00 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $ 6,915,318.00 

District Share 

Cash Contribution 2,963,707.00 

Financial Hardship  

Total Project Cost $ 9,879,025.00 

 

 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 7,001,068.00 $ (85,750.00)  $ (85,750.00) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution  3,000,458.00 $ (36,751.00)  

Financial Hardship     

Total  $ 10,001,526.00 $ (122,501.00)  $ (85,750.00) 

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.  
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Advance funds in the amount of $1,462,300.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$5,453,018.00 ($9,879,025.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the 
receipt of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form 
SAB 70-02). 

With the exception of School Districts receiving Financial Hardship funding, a portion of the School District’s required matching share 
will be equal to a 25 percent District share and a 50 percent District share for New Construction, pursuant to Regulation Sections 
1860.11. 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023  FDK – Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/65821-00-003 

School District: Planada Elementary 

County: Merced 

School Name: Planada Elementary 

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

 

Total Pupils Assigned: 75 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

0 

75 

0 

Financial Hardship Requested: Yes 

Preference Points: 72 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

3 

0 

3 

0 

 

Existing Acres:  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

TK New Construction $ 1,096,725.00 

Fire Detection/Alarm 1,275.00 

Project Assistance 8,943.00 

Site Development 383,854.00 

Conversion Grant 745,398.50 

State Grant Total 2,236,195.50 

District Share 745,398.50 

Total Project Cost $ 2,981,594.00 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $ 2,236,195.50 

District Share 

Cash Contribution 209,918.36 

Financial Hardship 535,480.14 

Total Project Cost $ 2,981,594.00 

 
 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 2,263,758.00 $ (27,562.50) $ (27,562.50) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution  209,918.36   

Financial Hardship 1027-2122 544,667.64 (9,187.50) (9,187.50) 

Total  $ 3,018,344.00 $ (36,750.00) $ (36,750.00) 

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.  
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The District qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.14(a)(3). The District has demonstrated it is financially 

unable to provide all or a part of the matching funds and is levying the developer fees or equal alternative revenue source justified by 

law. The District's total bonding capacity (as of September 12, 2022) is $5 million or less. 

Advance funds in the amount of $438,690.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$2,332,985.64 ($2,981,594.00.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the 
receipt of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form 
SAB 70-02). 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023 FDK – Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/73932-00-003 

School District: Reef-Sunset Unified 

County: Kings 

School Name: Tamarack Elementary 

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

 

Total Pupils Assigned: 225 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

75 

75 

75 

Financial Hardship Requested: Yes 

Preference Points: 74 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

9 

3 

3 

3 

 

Existing Acres:  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

Preschool New Construction $ 1,096,725.00 

TK New Construction  1,096,725.00 

FDK New Construction  1,096,725.00 

Fire Detection/Alarm 3,825.00 

Site Development 1,151,562.00 

Conversion Grant 1,481,854.00 

State Grant Total  5,927,416.00 

District Share  2,963,708.00 

Total Project Cost $ 8,891,124.00 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $ 5,927,416.00 

District Share 

Cash Contribution  

Financial Hardship 2,963,708.00 

Total Project Cost $ 8,891,124.00 

 

 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 6,000,916.00 $ (73,500.00) $ (73,500.00) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution     

Financial Hardship 1027-2122 3,000,457.00 (36,749.00) (36,749.00) 

Total  $ 9,001,373.00  $ (110,249.00) $ (110,249.00) 

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced.  

166



 

The District qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.14(a)(1). The District has demonstrated it is 

financially unable to provide all or a part of the matching funds and is levying the developer fees or equal alternative revenue 

source justified by law. The District’s outstanding bonded indebtedness at the date of request (November 1, 2022) is at least 60 

percent of its total bonding capacity. 

Advance funds in the amount of $1,316,070.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$7,575,054.00 ($8,891,124.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the 
receipt of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form 
SAB 70-02). 

With the exception of School Districts receiving Financial Hardship funding, a portion of the School District’s required matching share 
will be equal to a 25 percent District share and a 50 percent District share for New Construction, pursuant to Regulation Section 
1860.11. 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023 FDK – Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/67421-00-007 

School District: Robla Elementary 

County: Sacramento 

School Name: Bell Avenue Elementary 

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

Total Pupils Assigned: 150 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

50 

50 

50 

Financial Hardship Requested: Yes 

Preference Points: 69 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

6 

2 

2 

2 

Existing Acres:  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

Preschool New Construction $731,150.00 

TK New Construction 731,150.00 

FDK New Construction 731,150.00 

Automatic Fire/Alarm 2,550.00 

Project Assistance 8,943.00 

Site Development 767,708.00 

Conversion Grant 1,486,325.00 

State Grant Total 4,458,976.00 

District Share 1,486,325.00 

Total Project Cost $5,945,301.00 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $4,458,976.00 

District Share 

Cash Contribution 963,902.00 

Financial Hardship 522,423.00 

Total Project Cost $5,945,301.00 

 

 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 4,514,101.00 $ (55,125.00) $ (55,125.00) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution   963,902.00   

Financial Hardship 1027-2122  540,798.00  (18,375.00)  (18,375.00) 

Total  $ 6,018,801.00 $ (73,500.00)  $ (73,500.00) 

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced. 
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The District qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.14(a)(1). The District has demonstrated it is 
financially unable to provide all or a part of the matching funds and is levying the developer fees or equal alternative revenue source 
justified by law. The District’s outstanding bonded indebtedness at the date of request (November 16, 2022) is at least 60 percent of 
its total bonding capacity. 

Advance funds in the amount of $877,380.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$4,104,019.00 ($5,945,301.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the 
receipt of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form 
SAB 70-02). 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting: August 23, 2023  FDK - Amended Advance Design 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 

Application No: 70/63222-00-001 

School District: Seeley Union Elementary   

County: Imperial 

School Name: Seeley Elementary   

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: New Construction 

 

Total Pupils Assigned: 50 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

0 

50 

0 

Financial Hardship Requested: Yes 

Preference Points: 75 

 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Total Classrooms: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

Recommended Acres: 

2 

0 

2 

0 

 

Existing Acres:  

  

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

TK New Construction $731,150.00 

Automatic Fire /Alarm 850.00 

Project Assistance  8,943.00 

Site Development 255,902.00 

Conversion Grant 498,423.00 

State Grant Total 1,495,268.00 

District Share 498,423.00 

Total Project Cost $1,993,691.00 

 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $1,495,268.00 

District Share 

Cash Contribution 110,866.00 

Financial Hardship 387,557.00 

Total Project Cost $1,993,691.00 

 

 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 1,513,643.00 $ (18,375.00) $ (18,375.00) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution  110,866.00   

Financial Hardship 1027-2122 393,682.00 (6,125.00) (6,125.00) 

Total  $ 2,018,191.00 $ (24,500.00) $ (24,500.00) 

Funding Source: General Fund California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This project is being amended as a result of the removal of the previously authorized additional grant for automatic sprinkler system, 
which was not included in the approved plans and specifications. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

This project is subject to the Grant Agreement submittal pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.17. 
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The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance 
Program requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced. 

The District qualifies for financial hardship pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.14(a)(1). The District has demonstrated it is 

financially unable to provide all or a part of the matching funds and is levying the developer fees or equal alternative revenue 

source justified by law. The District’s outstanding bonded indebtedness at the date of request (as of October 28, 2022) is at least 

60 percent of its total bonding capacity. 

Advance funds in the amount of $292,460.00 were previously released to the District. The remaining funds in the amount of 
$1,590,365.00 ($1,993,691.00 less advance funds released and available district contribution) will be released by OPSC upon the 
receipt of a valid, signed Grant Agreement as specified in Regulation Section 1860.17 and a complete Fund Release Request (Form 
SAB 70-02). 

Pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.19(b)(4), any savings, including interest, unexpended or unencumbered after one year from the 
completion of the project, as specified in Section 1860.18, must be returned to the State. 
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SAB Meeting:  August 23, 2023  FDK – Design Advance Rescission 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA 
Category Data 

Application No: 71/73809-00-001 

School District: Firebaugh-Las Deltas Unified 

Category Data 

County: Fresno 

School Name: Bailey (Hazel M.) Primary 

PROJECT DATA 
Category Data 

Type of Project: Retrofit 

Pupils Assigned: 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

250 

100 

100 

50 

Classroom(s): 

Preschool: 

Transitional K: 

Kindergarten: 

10 

4 

4 

2 

Category Data 

Financial Hardship Requested: No 

Preference Points: 30 

Category Data 

Application Filing Basis: Site Specific 

Recommended Acres: N/A 

Existing Acres: N/A 

ADJUSTED GRANT DATA 
Description Amount 

Retrofit  $ 348,000.00 

State Grant Total (75%) 348,000.00 

District Share (25%) 87,000.00 

Total Project Cost $ 435,000.00 

PROJECT FINANCING 
Share Amount 

State Share 

This Project $348,000.00 

District Share 

Cash Contribution 87,000.00 

Total Project Cost $ 435,000.00 

HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT 

State/District Share 
Fund 
Code 

Previously 
Authorized 

Authorized This 
Action 

Apportionment 
This Action 

State Share  

New Construction/Additional Grant 1027-2122 $ 2,565,863.00 $ (2,217,863.00) $ (2,217,863.00) 

District Share  

Cash Contribution $ 997,503.00 $ (910,503.00) $0.00 

Total $ 3,563,366.00 $(3,128,366.00) $ (2,217,863.00) 

Funding Source: General Fund Full-Day Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 

This item is being rescinded and reduced to the design amount of $348,000.00 that was previously provided as an advance release of 
funds for design, pursuant to Regulation Section 1860.16(a). No additional funds will be released, and funds previously received are 
subject to program audit for eligible expenditures. 

The District shall ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and certifications it made on the program forms. 

The District is responsible for ensuring that the project is compliant with Prevailing Wage Monitoring and/or Labor Compliance Program 
requirements at the time construction contracts are executed and/or construction commenced. 
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Unused Sites Program 



REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

UNUSED SITES 

EXHIBIT/APPL. NO. 92/66670-00-000 

Santa Ana Unified – Orange County 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To present the District’s request for the State Allocation Board (Board) to grant a 
refund of the 2021/22 Fiscal Year unused site assessment fee. 

DESCRIPTION 

The District was assessed an unused site fee of $5,425 for the 2021/22 Fiscal 
Year at the November 28, 2022 Board meeting, and was deducted from the 
District’s State School Fund Apportionment during the months of February 
through May 2023. The District recently submitted documentation indicating that 
this district is using the site for community purposes. Therefore, the District is 
eligible for a refund for the unused site assessment fee withheld for the 2021/22 
Fiscal Year. 

Site Year Annual Payment Recommendation 

McKinley 2021/22 $5,425 Refund 

AUTHORITY 

Pursuant to Education Code (EC) Section 17219(e), nonuse payments shall not 
be required “for any year with respect to a schoolsite that for one-half or more of 
the number of days of that year has been utilized for any of the following 
purposes:  (1) By the school district, or by any other governmental entity 
pursuant to agreement with the school district, for school purposes….” 

BACKGROUND 

As required by law, all school districts are required to report any unused school 
sites to the Board annually.  The school districts self-certify requests for waivers 
and reduction of fees based on certain criteria outlined in EC Section 17219.  
EC Section 17219(e) allows for districts to receive a waiver if the site is used for 
public school purposes for at least one-half the fiscal year. The District recently 
submitted documentation certifying that the site is being used for community 
purposes. 

STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS 

The District has provided documentation to support its request. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the District’s request for a refund of the 2021/22 Fiscal Year unused 
site assessment fee in the amount of $5,425 and notify the State Controller’s 
Office to refund the Annual Payment. 
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Financial Reports 



 
REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 
 

STATUS OF FUND RELEASES 
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SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM
Available Funds (in Millions) As of August 23, 2023

Program Original Bond 
Allocation

Remaining Bond 
Authority as of 
June 28, 2023

Estimated Approvals 
for August 23, 2023 Special Items/PIF Administrative Costs 

Adjustment

Remaining Bond Authority 
as of August 23, 2023 
(excludes Unfunded 

Approvals)

Accumulated Unfunded 
Approvals 

as of June 28, 2023

Estimated Unfunded 
Approvals for 

August 23, 2023
Special Items/PIF 

Remaining Bond Authority as 
of August 23, 2023 (includes 

Unfunded Approvals)

General Fund FY 22/23 $1,550.0 $384.5 -$68.0 $316.5 $316.5
General Fund FY 23/24 $1,960.5 2,060.5 -$100.0 -$15.0 $1,945.5 $1,945.5
General Fund FY 24/25 $875.0 875.0 $875.0 $875.0
SUBTOTAL $4,385.5 $3,320.0 -$68.0 -$100.0 -$15.0 $3,137.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $3,137.0

Program Original Bond 
Allocation

Remaining Bond 
Authority as of 
June 28, 2023

Estimated Approvals 
for August 23, 2023 Special Items/PIF Administrative Costs 

Adjustment

Remaining Bond Authority 
as of August 23, 2023 
(excludes Unfunded 

Approvals)

Accumulated Unfunded 
Approvals 

as of June 28, 2023

Estimated Unfunded 
Approvals for 

August 23, 2023
Special Items/PIF 

Remaining Bond Authority as 
of August 23, 2023 (includes 

Unfunded Approvals)

New Construction $3,000.0 $2.2 $0.1 $0.5 $2.8 -$0.1 $2.7 G

Modernization 3,000.0 289.4 -215.0 0.5 74.9 -5.1 69.8
Career Technical Education 500.0 8.0 0.1 8.1 -1.9 6.2
Charter School                       500.0 250.2 0.1 250.3 -208.4 41.9
General Fund FY 21/22                       250.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUBTOTAL $7,250.0 $549.8 -$214.9 $0.0 $1.2 $336.1 -$215.5 $0.0 $0.0 $120.6

  

Program Original Bond 
Allocation

Remaining Bond 
Authority as of 
June 28, 2023

Estimated Approvals 
for August 23, 2023 Special Items/PIF Administrative Costs 

Adjustment

Remaining Bond Authority 
as of August 23, 2023 
(excludes Unfunded 

Approvals)

Accumulated Unfunded 
Approvals 

as of June 28, 2023

Estimated Unfunded 
Approvals for 

August 23, 2023
Special Items/PIF 

Remaining Bond Authority as 
of August 23, 2023 (includes 

Unfunded Approvals)

New Construction $1,900.0 $0.1 $0.1 $0.1
Seismic Repair 1.2 -$1.2 0.0 0.0
Modernization 3,300.0 0.5 0.5 0.5
Career Technical Education 500.0 0.2 0.2 -$0.1 0.1
High Performance Schools                       100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Overcrowding Relief                    1,000.0 6.6 6.6 6.6
Charter School                       500.0 144.1 0.3 144.4 -142.1 2.3 G

Joint Use 57.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUBTOTAL $7,357.5 $152.7 -$0.9 $0.0 $0.0 $151.8 -$142.2 $0.0 $0.0 $9.6

  

Program Original Bond 
Allocation

Remaining Bond 
Authority as of 
June 28, 2023

Estimated Approvals 
for August 23, 2023 Special Items/PIF Administrative Costs 

Adjustment

Remaining Bond Authority 
as of August 23, 2023 
(excludes Unfunded 

Approvals)

Accumulated Unfunded 
Approvals 

as of June 28, 2023

Estimated Unfunded 
Approvals for 

August 23, 2023
Special Items/PIF 

Remaining Bond Authority as 
of August 23, 2023 (includes 

Unfunded Approvals)

New Construction $4,965.8 $0.4 $0.4 $0.4
Modernization 2,250.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Critically Overcrowded Schools 2,440.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Charter School                       300.0 40.7 $0.5 41.2 -$37.9 3.3 G

Joint Use 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUBTOTAL $10,022.5 $41.1 $0.5 $0.0 $0.0 $41.6 -$37.9 $0.0 $0.0 $3.7
 TOTAL PAGE 1 $29,015.5 $4,063.6 -$283.3 -$100.0 -$13.8 $3,666.5 -$395.6 $0.0 $0.0 $3,270.9
A. Balance of bonding authority excludes unfunded approvals. 
B. The original bond allocation of $29 million augmented by $21 million from Prior Bond Funds to Joint Use at the 06/27/07 SAB meeting and $7.5 million at the 7/23/08 SAB meeting pursuant to Assembly Bill 127,  Chapter 35, Statutes of 2006 (Perata/Nunez).
C. The original bond allocation of $4,960,000,000 augmented by $5,831,911 from Prior Bonds at the 10/6/2010 SAB meeting.
D. It includes the transfer of Critically Overcrowded School Facilities Program Funds to New Construction (transfers in Prop. 55 includes: $268.8 million approved at the 1/25/2006 SAB meeting, $318.3 million approved at the 9/23/2009 SAB meeting, $225 million approved 
     at the 8/4/2010 SAB meeting, $211.7 million approved at the 12/15/2010 SAB meeting, $145 million at the 4/25/2012 SAB meeting, $30.4 million after the 3/20/2013 SAB meeting, and $32,297 after the 3/26/2014 SAB meeting per SFP Regulation Sections 1859.154 (c)).
E. Original bond allocation of $50,000,000 augmented by $15,547,233 from the State School Building Aid Fund at the 2/28/2007 SAB meeting and by $1,232,224 from Prior Bonds at the 10/6/2010 SAB meeting.
F. Includes $250 million for Lynwood Unified School District.
G. Total authority is not available at this time due to outstanding accounts receivable. Proposition 51 $637,223 for New Construction,  Proposition 1D $285,730 for Charter School, and Proposition 55 $979,432 for Charter School.

J. FY 20/21 Reverted Administrative costs returned to bond authority. Prop 51 returned $988,289 for New Construction, $988,289 for Modernization, $164,715 for Career Tech and $164,715 for Charter.  
    FY 23/24 administrative cost carve out.  Prop 51 carve out of $519,637 for New Construction, $519,637 for Modernization, $86,606 for Career Technical Education, and $86,606 for Charter.

AB 181 - Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998

Prop. 51 - $7 Billion - November 2016 

Prop. 1D - $7.3 Billion - November 2006

Prop. 55 - $10 Billion - March 2004

H. Per SB 114, $1,960,500,000 is appropriated for the 2023/24 fiscal year from the General Fund to the State Allocation Board for new construction and modernization projects.
I. Per SB 114, DGS may charge up to $15.0 million for administration expenses to implement the program.

A

A

B

C

E

D

B

E

I

F

A

F
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A

C

EE

H

J
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SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM
Available Funds (in Millions) As of August 23, 2023

 Prop. 47 - $11.4 Billion - November 2002

Program Original Bond Allocation
Remaining Bond 
Authority as of 
June 28, 2023

Estimated Approvals 
for August 23, 2023 Special Items/PIF Administrative Costs 

Adjustment

Remaining Bond 
Authority as of August 

23, 2023 (excludes 
Unfunded Approvals)

Accumulated 
Unfunded Approvals 
as of June 28, 2023

Estimated Unfunded 
Approvals for 

August 23, 2023
Special Items/PIF 

Remaining Bond Authority as of 
August 23, 2023 (includes 

Unfunded Approvals)

New Construction $6,250.0 $0.0 $0.1 $0.1 $0.1
Modernization 3,300.0 0.0 $0.0 0.0
Critically Overcrowded Schools 1,700.0 0.0 $0.0 0.0
Charter School 100.0 7.3 0.6 $7.9 -$5.6 2.3
Joint Use 50.0 0.0 $0.0 0.0
SUBTOTAL $11,400.0 $7.3 $0.0 $0.0 $0.7 $8.0 -$5.6 $0.0 $0.0 $2.4

 Prop. 1A - $6.7 Billion - November 1998

Program Original Bond Allocation
Remaining Bond 
Authority as of 
June 28, 2023

Estimated Approvals 
for August 23, 2023 Special Items/PIF Administrative Costs 

Adjustment

Remaining Bond 
Authority as of August 

23, 2023 (excludes 
Unfunded Approvals)

Accumulated 
Unfunded Approvals 
as of June 28, 2023

Estimated Unfunded 
Approvals for 

August 23, 2023
Special Items/PIF 

Remaining Bond Authority as of 
August 23, 2023 (includes 

Unfunded Approvals)

New Construction $2,900.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Modernization 2,100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hardship 1,000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Class Size Reduction 700.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUBTOTAL $6,700.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
TOTAL PAGE 2 $18,100.0 $7.3 $0.0 $0.0 $0.7 $8.0 -$5.6 $0.0 $0.0 $2.4
TOTAL FROM PAGE 1 $29,015.5 $4,063.6 -$283.3 -$100.0 -$13.8 $3,666.5 -$395.6 $0.0 $0.0 $3,270.9
GRAND TOTAL $47,115.5 $4,070.9 -$283.3 -$100.0 -$13.1 $3,674.5 -$401.2 $0.0 $0.0 $3,273.3

California Preschool, Transitional and Full-Day Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program

Program Appropriation Remaining Authority 
as of June 28, 2023

Estimated Approvals 
for 

August 23, 2023

Miscellaneous 
Adjustments for 
August 23, 2023

Remaining Authority 
as of August 23, 

2023
Chapter 32, Statutes of 2018 (AB 
1808) - Full-Day Kindergarten (FY 
18/19)

$100.0 $0.0 $0.0

AB 130 California Preschool, 
Transitional and Full-Day 
Kindergarten FY 21-22

$490.0 $263.3 $2.8 $266.1

AB 181 California Preschool, 
Transitional and Full-Day 
Kindergarten FY 22-23

$100.0 $99.2 $99.2

SB 114 California Preschool, 
Transitional and Full-Day 
Kindergarten FY 24-25

$550.0 $550.0 $550.0

TOTAL $1,240.0 $912.5 $2.8 $0.0 $915.3

A. Balance of Bonding Authority Excludes Unfunded Approvals. 
B. Administrative Costs Returned to Authority. Prop. 47 New Construction returned $60,252 for unused statewide administrative costs. 
    Prop 47 Charter returned $641,455 for unused Charter School Finance Authority administrative costs.
C. Per SB 114, it is the intent of the Legislature to appropriate $550.0 million for the FY 2024-25 California Preschool, Transitional and Full-Day Kindergarten program.

A

A

B

C
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New Construction* 20,749.8$          
     Seismic Repair 199.5$               
Modernization 13,874.6$          
Hardship 1,000.0$            
Class Size Reduction 700.0$               
COS 2,203.1$            
CTE 991.7$               
HPI 100.0$               
ORG 993.4$               
Charter 956.2$               
Joint Use 174.2$               
General Fund FY 21/22 250.0$               
General Fund FY 22/23 1,233.5$            
General Fund FY 23/24 115.0$               
General Fund FY 24/25 -$                     

Apportioned 43,541.0$          92.2%
New Construction 0.1$                   
     Seismic Repair -$                   
Modernization 5.1$                   
Hardship -$                   
Class Size Reduction -$                   
COS -$                   
CTE 2.0$                   
HPI -$                   
ORG -$                   
Charter 394.0$               
Joint Use -$                   
General Fund FY 21/22 -$                   
General Fund FY 22/23 -$                   
General Fund FY 23/24 -$                   
General Fund FY 24/25 -$                   

Unfunded Approvals 401.2$               0.8%
New Construction 3.3$                   
     Seismic Repair -$                   
Modernization 70.3$                 
Hardship -$                   
Class Size Reduction -$                   
COS -$                   
CTE 6.3$                   
HPI -$                   
ORG 6.6$                   
Charter 49.8$                 
Joint Use -$                   
General Fund FY 21/22 -$                   
General Fund FY 22/23 316.5$               
General Fund FY 23/24 1,945.5$            
General Fund FY 24/25 875.0$               

Remaining Bond Authority 3,273.3$            6.9%
Grand Total 47,216$             100.0%

AB 181, Proposition 51, 1D, 55, 47, and 1A Totals

*Includes Energy Efficiency, Small High Schools, Seismic Repair, and the transfer of Critically Overcrowded School Facilities Program Funds 
to New Construction  ($700 million and $68.1 million from Prop. 47; $268.8 million, $318.3 million, $225 million, $211.7 million, $145 million, 
and $30.4 million from Prop. 55). Also, Prop 55 includes $5.8 million from the Lease Purchase Program on October 6, 2010.

New Construction , $20,749.8 

Seismic Repair , $199.5 

Modernization , $13,874.6 

Hardship , $1,000.0 

Class Size Reduction , 
$700.0 

COS , $2,203.1 

CTE , $991.7 

HPI , $100.0 
ORG , $993.4 
Charter , $956.2 

Joint Use , $174.2 

General Fund FY 21/22 , $250.0 

General Fund FY 22/23 , $1,233.5 

General Fund FY 23/24 , $115.0 
New Construction , $0.1 

Modernization , $5.1 

CTE , $2.0 

Charter , $394.0 

New Construction , $3.3 
Modernization , $70.3 

CTE , $6.3 
ORG , $6.6 

Charter , $49.8 

General Fund FY 22/23 , $316.5 

General Fund FY 23/24 , $1,945.5 

General Fund FY 24/25 , $875.0 

AB 181, Proposition 51,1D, 55, 47, and 1A 
Bond Authority - $47.216 billion

(in millions of dollars)
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New Construction 2,997.2$   
Modernization 2,925.1$   
CTE 491.9$      
Charter 249.7$      
General Fund FY 21/22 250.0$      

Apportioned 6,913.9$   95.4%
New Construction 0.1$          
Modernization 5.1$          
CTE 1.9$          
Charter 208.4$      
General Fund FY 21/22 -$          

Unfunded Approvals 215.5$      3.0%
New Construction 2.7$          
Modernization 69.8$        
CTE 6.2$          
Charter 41.9$        
General Fund FY 21/22 -$          

Remaining Bond Authority 120.6$      1.7%
Grand Total 7,250$      100.0%

Proposition 51 Totals

New Construction , $2,997.2 

Modernization , $2,925.1 

CTE , $491.9 

Charter , $249.7 

General Fund FY 21/22 , 
$250.0 

New Construction , $0.1 

Modernization , $5.1 

CTE , $1.9 
Charter , $208.4 

New Construction , $2.7 
Modernization , $69.8 

CTE , $6.2 

Charter , $41.9 

Proposition 51 
Bond Authority - $7.250 billion

(in millions of dollars)
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New Construction 1,700.4$           
     Seismic Repair 199.5$              
Modernization 3,299.5$           
CTE 499.8$              
HPI 100.0$              
ORG 993.4$              
Charter 355.6$              
Joint Use 57.5$                

Apportioned 7,205.7$           97.9%
New Construction -$                  
     Seismic Repair -$                 
Modernization -$                  
CTE 0.1$                  
HPI -$                  
ORG -$                  
Charter 142.1$              
Joint Use -$                  

Unfunded Approvals 142.2$              1.9%
New Construction 0.1$                  
     Seismic Repair -$                 
Modernization 0.5$                  
CTE 0.1$                  
HPI -$                  
ORG 6.6$                  
Charter 2.3$                  
Joint Use -$                  

Remaining Bond Authority 9.6$                  0.1%
Grand Total 7,358$              100.0%

Proposition 1D Totals

New Construction , $1,700.4 

Seismic Repair , $199.5 

Modernization , $3,299.5 

CTE , $499.8 

HPI , $100.0 

ORG , $993.4 

Charter , $355.6 

Joint Use , $57.5 

CTE, $0.1 

Charter , $142.1 

New Construction , $0.1 

Modernization, $0.5 

ORG , $6.6 

Charter , $2.3 

Proposition 1D
Bond Authority - $7.358 billion

(in millions of dollars)
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New Construction 6,134.2$      
Modernization 2,250.0$      
COS 1,271.2$      
Charter 258.8$         
Joint Use 66.7$           

Apportioned 9,980.9$      99.6%
New Construction -$             
Modernization -$             
COS -$             
Charter 37.9$           
Joint Use -$             

Unfunded Approvals 37.9$           0.4%
New Construction 0.4$             
Modernization -$             
COS -$             
Charter 3.3$             
Joint Use -$             

Remaining Bond Authority 3.7$             0.0%
Grand Total 10,023$       100.0%

Proposition 55 Totals

New Construction , $6,134.2 

Modernization , $2,250.0 

COS , $1,271.2 

Charter , $258.8 

Joint Use , $66.7 

Charter , $37.9 

New Construction , $0.4 

Charter , $3.3 

Proposition 55
Bond Authority - $10.023 billion

(in millions of dollars)
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New Construction 7,018.0$       
Modernization 3,300.0$       
COS 931.9$          
Charter 92.1$            
Joint Use 50.0$            

Apportioned 11,392.0$     99.9%
New Construction -$              
Modernization -$              
COS -$              
Charter 5.6$              
Joint Use -$              

Unfunded Approvals 5.6$              0.0%
New Construction 0.1$              
Modernization -$              
COS -$              
Charter 2.3$              
Joint Use -$              

Remaining Bond Authority 2.4$              0.0%
Grand Total 11,400$        100.0%

Proposition 47 Totals

New Construction , $7,018.0 

Modernization , $3,300.0 

COS , $931.9 

Charter , $92.1 

Joint Use , $50.0 

Charter , $5.6 
New Construction , $0.1 

Charter, $2.3 

Proposition 47
Bond Authority - $11.400 billion

(in millions of dollars )
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Modernization 70.3$        
Overcrowding Relief 6.6$          
Seismic Repair -$          
New Construction 3.3$          
Charter School 49.8$        
High Performance Schools -$          
Critically Overcrowded Schools -$          
Hardship -$          
Career Technical Education 6.3$          
General Fund FY 21/22 -$          
General Fund FY 22/23 316.5$      
General Fund FY 23/24 1,945.5$   
General Fund FY 24/25 875.0$      
Grand Total 3,273.3$   

Remaining Bond Authority (in millions)

Modernization , 
$70.3 

Overcrowding Relief , $6.6 

New Construction , $3.3 
Charter School , $49.8 

Career Technical Education , 
$6.3 

General Fund FY 22/23 , 
$316.5 

General Fund FY 23/24 , $1,945.5 

General Fund FY 24/25 , $875.0 

Remaining Bond Authority - $3,273.3 million
(by program, in millions)

As of August 23, 2023 SAB
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FY 2018/2019 97.5$       
FY 2021/2022 220.6$     
FY 2022/2023 -$           
FY 2023/2024 -$           

Apportioned 318.1$     25.7%
FY 2018/2019 2.5$         
FY 2021/2022 3.3$         
FY 2022/2023 0.8$         
FY 2023/2024 -$         

Administrative Costs 6.6$         0.5%
FY 2018/2019 -$         
FY 2021/2022 266.1$     
FY 2022/2023 99.2$       
FY 2023/2024 550.0$     

Remaining Authority 915.3$     73.8%
Grand Total 1,240$     100.0%

 California Preschool, Transitional and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program Totals 

FY 2018/2019 , 
$97.5 

FY 2021/2022 , 
$220.6 

FY 2018/2019 , $2.5 

FY 2021/2022 , $3.3 

FY 2022/2023 , $0.8 

FY 2021/2022 , $266.1 

FY 2022/2023 , 
$99.2 

FY 2023/2024 , $550.0 

California Preschool, Transitional and Full-Day Kindergarten 
Facilities Grant Program - $1,240 million

(in millions of dollars )
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Fund Recoveries* – 2022 

(Totals represented in millions of dollars) 

 
 

 2022 Totals** 
NC $2,368,808 
Seismic $0 
Modernization $0 
Charter $12,250,413 
COS $0 
CTE $867,647 
HP $0 
Hardship $0 
ORG $0 
Total $15,486,868 

 
*Includes bond proceeds returned (authority may not be available) to the program 
through reductions to cost incurred, close-outs, loan repayments, rescissions, and 
special education local plan area transfers. 
 
** 2022 Totals does not reflect any reallocation of authority. For current availability of 
bond authority, see Status of Funds. 
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Fund Recoveries* – as of June 28, 2023 SAB 

(Totals represented in millions of dollars) 

 
June 2023 1A 47 55 1D 51  

Totals 
2023 

Totals** 
NC $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $785,084 
Seismic $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $48,279 
Modernization $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $564,872 
Charter $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,283,615 
COS $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
CTE $0 $0 $0 $67,050 $1,404,885 $1,471,935 $1,471,935 
HP $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Hardship $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
ORG $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Total      $1,471,935 $8,153,785 

 
*Includes bond proceeds returned (authority may not be available) to the program 
through reductions to cost incurred, close-outs, loan repayments, rescissions, and 
special education local plan area transfers. 
 
** 2023 Totals does not reflect any reallocation of authority. For current availability of 
bond authority, see Status of Funds. 
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School Facility Program 
Proposition 51 Apportionments by County 

The graphic below displays the amount Apportioned ($7.09 billion) for 2,282 School Facility Program 
projects from 462 school districts as of July 31, 2023. The data includes only bond authority provided by 
Proposition 51 approved by voters in November 2016. 
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School Facility Program 
Proposition 51 Unfunded Approvals by County 

The graphic below displays the amount of Unfunded Approvals ($4.94 million) for 2 School Facility 
Program projects from 2 school districts as of July 31, 2023. The data includes only bond authority 
provided by Proposition 51 approved by voters in November 2016. 
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The graphic below displays the Office of Public School Construction’s Workload List for New 
Construction and Modernization ($2.39 billion) for 625 School Facility Program projects from 242 school 
districts as of July 31, 2023. The projects are anticipated to be allocated from bond authority provided by 
Proposition 51 approved by voters in November 2016. 
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County Project Count Dollar Amount Project Count Dollar Amount Project Count Dollar Amount
Alameda 73 297,634,829.99$        0 -$                               27 98,295,101.92$          
Alpine 0 -$                               0 -$                               0 -$                               
Amador 2 5,892,241.00$             0 -$                               0 -$                               
Butte 36 72,060,403.20$          0 -$                               6 11,276,952.20$          
Calaveras 0 -$                               0 -$                               1 895,071.00$                
Colusa 8 14,194,401.33$          0 -$                               1 1,321,723.20$             
Contra Costa 65 146,859,118.45$        0 -$                               23 73,916,537.05$          
Del Norte 10 4,388,966.60$             0 -$                               3 3,936,354.00$             
El Dorado 14 24,108,987.00$          1 1,522,341.00$             1 436,875.00$                
Fresno 129 355,439,823.85$        0 -$                               21 37,610,737.60$          
Glenn 13 29,900,124.00$          0 -$                               2 2,292,582.80$             
Humboldt 24 48,383,486.93$          0 -$                               5 13,627,403.40$          
Imperial 25 89,132,300.14$          0 -$                               5 38,610,130.00$          
Inyo 0 -$                               0 -$                               0 -$                               
Kern 74 313,065,425.90$        0 -$                               16 115,219,082.81$        
Kings 28 61,238,103.37$          0 -$                               12 62,450,183.00$          
Lake 11 15,388,737.00$          0 -$                               5 11,629,549.80$          
Lassen 1 38,056.00$                  0 -$                               0 -$                               
Los Angeles 409 1,174,939,450.77$     0 -$                               129 597,049,772.80$        
Madera 6 71,414,798.50$          0 -$                               3 15,821,209.00$          
Marin 29 47,787,419.00$          0 -$                               6 8,715,834.80$             
Mariposa 0 -$                               0 -$                               0 -$                               
Mendocino 9 8,660,129.63$             0 -$                               3 2,490,308.54$             
Merced 48 99,482,133.36$          0 -$                               4 9,684,603.00$             
Modoc 0 -$                               0 -$                               1 154,968.33$                
Mono 0 -$                               0 -$                               0 -$                               
Monterey 39 93,175,197.74$          0 -$                               8 15,635,447.00$          
Napa 9 25,723,202.78$          0 -$                               1 4,042,028.00$             
Nevada 6 15,881,076.33$          0 -$                               0 -$                               
Orange 207 828,392,363.02$        0 -$                               43 152,447,633.80$        
Placer 41 247,236,704.52$        0 -$                               7 43,040,382.20$          
Plumas 2 2,651,823.00$             0 -$                               1 2,502,910.80$             
Riverside 127 577,239,536.19$        0 -$                               50 207,059,533.69$        
Sacramento 93 291,845,707.49$        0 -$                               24 115,434,110.20$        
San Benito 13 45,251,691.57$          0 -$                               1 16,259,235.46$          
San Bernardino 103 305,539,528.95$        1 3,414,190.00$             32 140,212,560.87$        
San Diego 107 423,800,420.52$        0 -$                               18 66,493,210.13$          
San Francisco 21 77,646,902.11$          0 -$                               5 30,728,398.80$          
San Joaquin 44 164,241,147.25$        0 -$                               13 88,688,365.00$          
San Luis Obispo 23 58,597,344.32$          0 -$                               7 12,563,874.00$          
San Mateo 36 100,233,276.77$        0 -$                               15 24,018,600.40$          
Santa Barbara 42 109,417,353.21$        0 -$                               4 3,167,455.80$             
Santa Clara 54 106,546,033.41$        0 -$                               22 127,544,481.22$        
Santa Cruz 16 23,253,099.00$          0 -$                               8 8,575,610.80$             
Shasta 7 8,016,093.00$             0 -$                               13 14,948,809.75$          
Sierra 0 -$                               0 -$                               0 -$                               
Siskiyou 13 31,503,883.50$          0 -$                               2 2,402,125.20$             
Solano 26 58,181,984.00$          0 -$                               12 37,493,808.80$          
Sonoma 22 28,730,101.15$          0 -$                               8 19,999,278.80$          
Stanislaus 28 37,746,689.45$          0 -$                               15 39,017,664.80$          
Sutter 5 6,965,413.00$             0 -$                               2 3,353,226.45$             
Tehama 13 25,212,542.29$          0 -$                               2 2,859,616.60$             
Trinity 11 89,535,642.59$          0 -$                               0 -$                               
Tulare 94 279,111,248.59$        0 -$                               25 72,377,107.85$          
Tuolumne 3 6,366,544.00$             0 -$                               0 -$                               
Ventura 34 102,187,427.00$        0 -$                               7 25,371,023.20$          
Yolo 12 22,820,696.00$          0 -$                               2 7,697,078.00$             
Yuba 17 12,262,725.67$          0 -$                               4 3,284,778.00$             

Total 2,282 7,085,322,334.44$    2 4,936,531.00$            625 2,392,653,335.87$    

Proposition 51 Distribution
As of 7/31/2023

Apportioned Unfunded Workload List
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Legend

Small School Districts – ADA < 2,500 pupils

Medium School Districts – ADA > 2,500 pupils < 10,000 pupils

Large School Districts – ADA > 10,000 pupils

District Size (based on 2022/23 Enrollment)

(# of projects)

(in millions)

School Facility Program Bond Authority from

Proposition 51 and General Fund
(in millions of dollars, as of July 31, 2023)

New Construction

Large 
(360 projects)

 $2,312.8 
67%

Medium 
(153 projects)

 $759.4 
22%

Small 
(145 projects)

 $401.7 
11%

Large 
(114 projects)

 $864.3 
82%

Medium 
(48 projects)

 $187.3 
18%
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Legend

Small School Districts – ADA < 2,500 pupils

Medium School Districts – ADA > 2,500 pupils < 10,000 pupils

Large School Districts – ADA > 10,000 pupils

District Size (based on 2022/23 Enrollment)

(# of projects)

(in millions)

School Facility Program Bond Authority from

Proposition 51 and General Fund
(in millions of dollars, as of July 31, 2023)

Modernization

Large 
(915 projects)

 $2,359.7 
65%

Medium 
(436 projects)

 $836.1 
23%

Small 
(273 projects)

 $415.5 
12%

Large 
(1 project)

 $3.4 
69%

Medium 
(1 project)

 $1.5

31%

Large 
(206 projects)

 $766.6 
60%

Medium 
(168 projects)

 $417.4 
32%

Small 
(70 projects)

$99.4
8%
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2022/23 Enrollment 2022/23 Enrollment

# % Enrollment # % Enrollment
Small – ADA < 2,500 pupils 581 57% 412,361 Small – ADA < 2,500 pupils 581 57% 412,361

Medium – ADA > 2,500 pupils < 10,000 pupils 275 27% 1,435,750 Medium – ADA > 2,500 pupils < 10,000 pupils 275 27% 1,435,750

Large – ADA > 10,000 pupils 162 16% 4,004,433 Large – ADA > 10,000 pupils 162 16% 4,004,433

1,018 100% 5,852,544 1,018 100% 5,852,544

# of USD Enrollment $ Amount By Size* Size vs. All** Students*** # of USD Enrollment $ Amount By Size* Size vs. All** Students***

79 77,717 401,717,055$    31.7% 7.8% 1.3% 155 149,198 415,537,485$    39.4% 15.2% 2.5%

82 440,524 759,430,748$    32.9% 8.1% 7.5% 131 690,404 836,087,040$    33.3% 12.9% 11.8%

88 2,515,811 2,312,830,823$     35.3% 8.6% 43.0% 107 3,131,071 2,359,719,184$     27.2% 10.5% 53.5%
249 3,034,052 3,473,978,625$     100.0% 24.5% 51.8% 393 3,970,673 3,611,343,709$     100.0% 38.6% 67.8%

# of USD Enrollment $ Amount By Size* Size vs. All** Students*** # of USD Enrollment $ Amount By Size* Size vs. All** Students***

0 0 -$    0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 -$     0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

0 0 -$    0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 3,520 1,522,341$    50.0% 0.1% 0.1%

0 0 -$    0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 50,434 3,414,190$    50.0% 0.1% 0.9%
0 0 -$   0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2 53,954 4,936,531$    100.0% 0.2% 0.9%

# of USD Enrollment $ Amount By Size* Size vs. All** Students*** # of USD Enrollment $ Amount By Size* Size vs. All** Students***

17 11,157 57,673,795$    16.3% 1.7% 0.2% 51 45,026 99,363,225$    26.7% 5.0% 0.8%

32 185,714 187,321,619$    30.8% 3.1% 3.2% 66 382,862 417,405,534$    34.6% 6.5% 6.5%

55 1,822,444 864,302,761$    52.9% 5.4% 31.1% 74 2,375,831 766,586,402$    38.7% 7.3% 40.6%
104 2,019,315 1,109,298,175$     100.0% 10.2% 34.5% 191 2,803,719 1,283,355,161$     100.0% 18.8% 47.9%

*Percentage of funding to small, medium or large school districts

** Percentage of funding to small, medium, and large school district vs. all school districts statewide
***Percentage of students statewide

Apportioned

Unfunded

Workload

Apportioned

Unfunded

Workload

Unique School Districts (USD) Receiving Proposition 51 and General Fund Funds
(As of July 31, 2023)

New Construction

School Districts StatewideSchool Districts Statewide

Modernization
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Supplemental Report – Page 1 

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, August 23, 2023 

Application Of Construction Cost Index Changes to 
Projects Previously on the Unfunded List 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

In response to the outcome of litigation, Coalition for Adequate School Housing v. State 
Allocation Board, this item requests the State Allocation Board (Board) take the following 
actions in accordance with the March 23, 2023, Writ of Mandate on Remand from the 
Orange County Superior Court and the California Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, 
Division Three’s directives: 

1. Reconsider the Board’s decision regarding the potential application of the
Construction Cost Index (CCI) changes to the Apportionments for the school districts
and projects shown on Attachment A, which were on the Unfunded List and later
approved for Apportionment, for the intervening years from the dates the projects
were placed on the Unfunded List and the dates the projects were apportioned, as
well as other projects included in the lawsuit; and,

2. Specify the basis for the Board’s decision.

AUTHORITY 

See Attachment B. 

BACKGROUND 

Each year the Board adjusts the School Facility Program (SFP) grants to reflect construction 
cost changes based on the statewide cost index for Class B construction. The Board last 
adjusted the grants in January 2023, for projects newly approved by the Board in January 
2023 and beyond. On several occasions during the history of the SFP, the Board has 
addressed the question of whether and how to apply CCI adjustments for projects that were 
already approved by the Board and placed on distinct types of unfunded lists. 

Two Types of Unfunded Lists: 

Unfunded lists in the SFP include two types of unfunded approvals: 

Unfunded List 
Projects approved by the Board but unfunded due to the lack of bond authority (these 
projects need both bond authority and available cash in the State School Facilities 
Fund from the sale of bonds). SFP Regulation section 1859.2 defines the term – 
Unfunded List – “means an information list of unfunded projects, with the exception of 
the unfunded list defined below as ‘Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans)’”. 
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BACKGROUND (cont.) 
 
Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) 
Projects approved by the Board and have bond authority, but cash must be made 
available from a bond sale before an Apportionment and commitment can be made. 
 
SFP Regulation section 1859.2 defines the term – Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 
Loans) – “means an information list of unfunded projects that was created due to the 
state’s inability to provide interim financing through the Pooled Money Investment 
Account (AB 55 loans) to fund school construction projects as declared in the 
Department of Finance Budget Letter #33 issued on December 8, 2008.” 

 
Board’s 2013 Action on CCI Adjustments in Relation to Bond Funds’ Availability 
 
In earlier years of the SFP when statewide general obligation bonds for school facilities 
occurred frequently and the funding was more available, projects on the Unfunded List 
received CCI adjustments at the time of Apportionment once a new fund source became 
available. After applying CCI adjustments in 2010 and 2011, the question of whether to 
continue the application of adjustments was raised at Board meetings in 2012 and again in 
2013, when the demand for bond funds began to exceed available bond authority, and when 
it was unknown if authority would become available in the future. (Attachment C – Pages 8, 
131, and 286) 
 
During this time, Staff presented options to the Board on whether to apply CCI adjustments 
to projects on both the Unfunded List and the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans). Staff 
informed the Board of the amount of additional bond authority needed (~$44 million) for the 
2012 CCI adjustments and also highlighted the limited amount of bond authority that was 
remaining for the program. (Attachment C – Page 8, 131, and 283) Particularly for projects 
on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans), after the first ever decrease in CCI in 2010, and 
subsequent increase in 2011, the Board discussed the application of CCI adjustments in 
2012 and 2013 upon Staff inquiry. 
 
After extensive deliberation, the Board did not act the first time the issue was raised in 
January 2012 (Attachment C – Page 8), and instead requested that Staff return at the next 
meeting in February 2012 with additional information regarding how the Board had handled 
CCI adjustments in the past when unfunded lists were being used. In February 2012, Staff 
presented that information to the Board and again (Attachment C – Page 131), and after 
extensive deliberation, the Board did not take action to provide the 2012 CCI increase to 
projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans). (Attachments C – pages 8 – 282, 2012 
items and transcripts) 
 
The issue was presented again by Staff in January 2013 (Attachment C – Page 283). This 
time the discussion included projects on the Unfunded List, (projects that were processed but 
lacked bond authority), as well as projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans), 
projects that were processed within bond authority but were waiting for a bond sale. SFP 
Regulation Section 1859.107 provides the Board with the option to apply CCI adjustments to 
projects on the Unfunded List and the Board’s authority to make this decision was affirmed 
by the courts (Attachment D). In 2013, the Board did not approve CCI adjustments to either 
list of projects. (Attachment C, pages 283 – 471, 2013 item and transcripts) 
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BACKGROUND (cont.) 
 
Transfer of Projects on Unfunded List to Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) 
 
In the years that followed, projects that were on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) 
moved forward and either received an Apportionment at their originally approved amounts, or 
in rare cases, were rescinded. Additionally, new projects processed and approved by the 
Board received a stated per-pupil grant amount at the time of approval (the per-pupil grant 
amount was adjusted by the CCI every year). These projects were then placed on the 
Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) and awaiting a bond sale before they are later 
approved for an Apportionment. At a minimum, the bond sale could take up to six months to 
secure a sale that allows the project to receive cash. The amount of the project that was 
approved remained the same value (i.e., no additional CCI adjustment). There was very 
limited bond authority, which created challenges to approving increases to projects on the 
unfunded list and also the uncertainty of the amount of bond funds available to process 
future projects. 
 
Given the scarcity of program funding since 2011, it was extremely difficult to readjust 
projects if they were approved and placed on unfunded list and Apportionment crossed to a 
subsequent year from the original approval. For those reasons, the CCI adjustment has not 
been applied to projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) since 2011. 
 
For the universe of projects on the Unfunded List (processed but lacked bond authority), the 
Board was unable to provide Apportionments until additional bond authority became 
available. The list of projects with the approved amounts was published each month in the 
SAB agenda for informational purposes. Projects were no longer added to the Unfunded List 
if they were received after October 31, 2012, following adoption of the new SFP Regulation 
Section 1859.95.1 by the Board to stop processing applications when no bond authority was 
available for the SFP. The Unfunded List was thus discontinued.  Project applications beyond 
bond authority were merely acknowledged receipt by the Board without being processed or 
approved absent bond authority or another source of funds.  They were held on an 
Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority (ARRBA) List. 
 
In 2016, Proposition 51 passed, providing new bond authority and a new fund source for the 
SFP. On June 5, 2017, the Board took action to move the remaining 129 projects for 
$368,335,488 that represented the Unfunded List (processed in 2012 and 2013 but lacked 
bond authority) to the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) as bond authority was now 
available (Attachment C – Page 338); however, cash proceeds were still unavailable until a 
bond sale was completed. Notably, projects on the Unfunded List did not require additional 
processing or review by staff and given priority in accessing to bond authority from 
Proposition 51 after they were moved to the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) over 
projects from the Application Received Beyond Bond Authority List that staff just began 
processing in mid-2017. 
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BACKGROUND (cont.) 
 
On September 6, 2017, because of a bond sale, the projects previously on the Unfunded List 
were presented to the Board for Apportionment. At the Board meeting, prior to the vote to 
approve the Apportionments, a Board member asked if the projects were receiving the 2017 
grant amounts (as a result of any CCI adjustment being applied). Staff confirmed that no, the 
projects were not being presented at the 2017 amounts, but at the amounts previously 
approved. The Board continued to vote and apportion the projects as presented in the 
agenda item, approving the 129 projects. (Attachment C – Page 472) 
 
At its September 26, 2018 meeting, the Board provided historical information related to CCI 
adjustments in response to litigation filed on this issue (as discussed in more detail below). 
This information is included in its entirety as Attachment C. 
 
WRIT LITIGATION  
 
Following the 2017 Apportionments for the 129 projects processed for $368,335,488 that 
represented the projects on the Unfunded List (processed in 2012 and 2013 but lacked bond 
authority), several of the recipient districts sought to appeal those Apportionments, claiming 
they should have received higher per-pupil grant amounts based on 2017 grant levels. 
Because the issue had previously been addressed and decided by the Board at its 2012 and 
2013 meetings, those appeals were rejected by the Board’s Chair based on the Board’s lack 
of legal authority to reopen its prior decision and redecide issues that the Board had already 
determined. 
 
Litigation ensued by way of petitions for writ of mandate brought in several cases in the 
superior courts of Orange, Riverside, and Kern counties by the Coalition for Adequate School 
Housing (CASH) and six individual school districts.1 Petitioners’ principal contention was that 
California statutes compel the Board, when approving Apportionments, to apply current CCI-
adjusted grant levels in effect at the time of Apportionment. Petitioners further claimed that 
SFP Regulation 1859.107, which provides the Board with discretion on the question by 
specifying that such project fundings applications “may receive an adjustment” at the time of 
Apportionment, was contrary to statute and therefore invalid. 
 
The cases were consolidated and heard in the Orange County Superior Court. In a decision 
issued September 16, 2019, the court rejected Petitioners’ statutory argument and ruled that 
the discretion reposed in the Board under SFP Regulation Section 1859.107 was valid. The 
court further ruled, however, that the Board had abused that discretion by failing to explain its 
reasoning for not adjusting the Apportionments to 2017 per-pupil grant levels and went on to 
order that the subject Apportionments be adjusted to 2017 per-pupil grant levels. 
  

 
1 The five separately filed petitions consolidated under the Orange County case as lead case were brought on behalf of: 1) CASH and 
Cypress and Savanna school districts; 2) Central Unified School District); 3) Bakersfield City School District; 4) Val Verde Unified School 
District; and 5) and Santa Ana Unified School District. CASH was later granted representative standing and the resulting Orange County 
Superior Court decision was thereby made applicable to all CASH member districts as well. 
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BACKGROUND (cont.) 
 
The Board appealed that decision to the California Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, 
Division Three. In its unpublished opinion issued May 31, 2022, the Court of Appeal affirmed 
the lower court’s ruling that SFP Regulation Section 1859.107, validly conferred discretion on 
the Board, and affirmed the lower court’s conclusion that the Board had failed to explain its 
reasoning for not applying higher CCI-adjusted grant levels to the subject projects. The Court 
of Appeal further ruled, however, that the lower court erred by taking it upon itself to exercise 
the discretion conferred on the Board under Regulation Section 1859.107 and by substituting 
its own judgment in place of the Board’s. Accordingly, the Court of Appeal reversed the 
Superior Court’s decision, in part, and ordered that the case be returned to the Board for 
further proceedings so that the Board could review its prior decision and either affirm or 
modify that decision while also providing its reasoning for whatever outcome it elects. After 
Petitioners submitted a motion for reconsideration asking that the Court of Appeal direct the 
Board to make new apportionment decisions, the Court of Appeal issued a short order on 
June 22, 2022, modifying its opinion by adding a new paragraph at page 19, and near the 
conclusion of the original opinion, which specifies that: 
 

It is not our place, as it was not the trial court’s, to instruct the Board how to 
exercise its discretion. The Board could decide it cannot justify its earlier 
apportionments and make changes accordingly. It could justify the reasons for 
the earlier apportionments through a written decision. Or it could do something 
else, as long as the Board’s decision and its reasoning comply with relevant 
law. 

 
See Attachments D (Opinion) and E (Order Modifying Opinion). 
 
Court Remand 
 
On March 23, 2023, the Superior Court in turn issued a Judgment and a Writ of Mandate on 
Remand (Attachment F) which directs the Board to: 
 

1. Reconsider the Board’s decision regarding the potential application of the 
Construction Cost Index to the apportionments for the school districts and projects 
shown on Exhibit A, which were on the Unfunded List and later approved for 
apportionment, as well as other projects included in the lawsuit, for the intervening 
years from the dates the projects were placed on the Unfunded List and the dates the 
projects were apportioned, and exercise its discretion in accordance with the relevant 
statutes and regulations; and 

2. Specify the basis for the Board’s decision regarding the potential application of the 
Construction Cost Index to the apportionments for the school districts and projects 
shown on Exhibit A, which were on the Unfunded List and later approved for 
apportionment, for the intervening years from the dates the projects were placed on 
the Unfunded List and the dates the projects were apportioned. 

3. The Board shall file a return on the writ not later than August 31, 2023, indicating 
compliance with the writ or appear before this Court on October 5, 2023, at 1:30 pm, 
to show cause as to why it has not complied.  
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS 
 
The courts upheld the Board’s authority to determine whether or not to apply a CCI 
adjustment to the projects that were previously on the Unfunded List with approval dates in 
2012 and 2013 that were processed without bond authority and cash. To comply with the 
Superior Court’s writ of mandate and direction, the following analysis is provided to assist the 
Board in reconsidering its original decision, reaching a conclusion, and specifying the basis 
for its action today. 
 
History of Past Board’s Actions in Limiting Funding 
 
It is important to note the following facts: 

• The Board has previously discussed in detail the options of providing CCI adjustments 
to projects on the two unfunded lists. Historical information related to Board actions on 
past CCI adjustments was provided to Board members in 2012. (Attachment C – Page 
8 and 131). 

• The Board debated the topic at multiple meetings and no actions were taken to 
provide CCI adjustments to projects on any type of unfunded list from that time 
forward. (See page 2, supra.) 

• Projects on the Unfunded List have been presented in each agenda at their originally 
approved values for the multi-year time period between placement on the Unfunded 
List and Apportionment. 

• It is evident from the regulatory change to create the Applications Received Beyond 
Bond Authority list, as opposed to continuing the Unfunded List, that the Board 
recognized the demand for the program with the lack of available funding and the 
need for future program changes. The Board’s effort to address the imbalance 
between demand and funding resulted in the program changes after Proposition 51 
passed in 2016. New applications were subject to new rules pursuant to the program 
changes under the new bond authority. Projects from the Unfunded List, on the other 
hand, were not subject to the new rules. 

Applicants of the projects on the Unfunded List had an option of either continuing with the 
original application or applying for the projects anew and being subject to the new rules. The 
applicants chose to continue with the original application. 

Funding Was Not Guaranteed for Projects on the Unfunded List 

Beginning with the first applications placed on the Unfunded List in December 2012, the 
Board made clear that the approvals did not guarantee funding in the future. The funding 
items for projects approved for placement on the Unfunded List had special conditions that 
noted that: 

Pursuant to School Facility Program Regulation Section 1859.95 this 
application has been approved and placed on the Unfunded List. This 
approval does not constitute a guarantee or commitment of future State 
funding and should not be relied on in any manner as any kind of 
representation or indication of future State funding. The State cautions any 
kind of reliance on the fact that an application is placed on this list. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 
 
As such, the applicants were clearly aware that the funding, including the yearly increase 
based on CCI, was not guaranteed, and the Board had discretion in deciding the best course 
of action for the health of the entire program across the State of California. 

Projects on Unfunded List were Not Subject to New Program Requirements 

Beginning in 2017, all new construction projects newly processed with the new Proposition 
51 funds were subject to a re-verification of new construction eligibility, as well as required to 
complete a Grant Agreement. The eligibility determination process could result in less 
funding, no funding, or more limitations on how to spend the funds. For instance, if a district 
has lower enrollment, the funding could have been impacted by reduced amount or 
disqualification altogether. 

The projects in question could have opted to withdraw and resubmit applications anew, 
which would have subjected them to the new requirements under the Grant Agreement. In 
that case, they would also have to undergo the same eligibility re-verification as the new 
projects, and they would have received the grant amount at the time the new application was 
presented to the Board for approval. The projects would have been subject to limitations on 
how to spend funds. 

It is important to note that the districts here chose not to apply for funding anew, and thus 
avoided being subject to new eligibility re-verification requirements. Therefore, it is presumed 
that the districts acted in their own best interest in choosing to be exempt from the new 
program requirements. To retroactively provide them with the 2017 grant amounts without 
subjecting them to the re-verification process would have been inequitable and potentially 
pose significant liability on the Board for the inequitable process. 

Additionally, at that time, the program was oversubscribed and the projects would have 
needed to wait for new funding to be made available. Therefore, unlike the new projects, the 
Unfunded List projects benefited from being exempted from the new program requirements 
and thus received funding at a much earlier date. 

To this end, the Board should not, at this stage, agree to provide the Unfunded List projects 
all benefits of the new projects, including the CCI increases, without any of the new projects’ 
disadvantages.  
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 
 
Projects Were Completed 

The overwhelming majority of projects on the Unfunded List (91.5 percent) had already been 
completed or were under contract in advance of the start of the litigation in 2017. CCI was 
intended to account for construction costs under the assumption that the construction 
happened in that year. Therefore, a school district should not need 2017 grant amounts if the 
project was done before 2017 because their costs would have been based on lower costs. 
As such, providing 2017 grant amounts could have provided more funding than was 
necessary for the project. Staff acknowledges that many projects currently being processed 
are also complete or under contract; however, the time period between application submittal 
and processing is much shorter than for those placed on the Unfunded List in 2012 and 
2013; therefore, the adjustment for this group of projects for the number of years since 
processing would have been a more significant burden on the School Facility Program. 

  

Year* # of Projects % of all Projects
Accumulated 

Total
2008 1 0.8% 0.8%
2009 1 0.8% 1.6%
2010 0 0.0% 1.6%
2011 3 2.3% 3.9%
2012 5 3.9% 7.8%
2013 17 13.2% 20.9%
2014 36 27.9% 48.8%
2015 36 27.9% 76.7%
2016 16 12.4% 89.1%
2017 3 2.3% 91.5%
2018 2 1.6% 93.0%
2019 4 3.1% 96.1%
2020 1 0.8% 96.9%
2021 3 2.3%

Subtotal: 128 99.2%

Rescinded 1 0.8%
129 100.0%

State Allocation Board
Unfunded List

Completion Data based on the "Closed Date" from the Division of the State 
Architect Project Tracker

(as of 08/08/2023)

* Based on the closed date listed in the Division of the State Architect (DSA) 
Project Tracker. Projects typically commence 2-4 years prior to completion.
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 
 
Current Program Again Has More Demand Than Funding 

The historical context of limited funding resources available for the high demands of the SFP 
is a valid reason for the Board to again make a determination that the CCI adjustments 
should not be applied retroactively to projects on unfunded lists. 

For perspective, the below table illustrates the percentage change in grants from 2012 to 
2017. 

 
% Change Over Prior 

Year 
 $ Amount  

(illustration) 
2012    $       100.00  
2013 3.13%  $       103.13  
2014 1.74%  $       104.92  
2015 4.27%  $       109.40  
2016 2.79%  $       110.80  
2017 4.42%  $       115.70 

 
As was the case when the Board discussed CCI adjustments in 2012 and 2013, the SFP 
now has more applications than currently available funding. As of May 31, 2023, there is $3.9 
billion that represents 986 projects listed on the Applications Received Beyond Bond 
Authority list. Even accounting for the $2 billion proposed as part of the 2023/2024 Budget 
Act, that still leaves a gap of $1.9 billion for existing projects. Providing the additional $50 
million for CCI adjustments to projects on Attachment A, from more than a decade prior, will 
result in additional projects that will not receive funding from the SFP. 

The Reasons Offered by the Districts’ Responses are Not Valid 

On July 14, 2023, OPSC published a Preliminary Report of this item with a request for the 
public to remit responses by end of day August 1, 2023. OPSC received 14 timely responses 
and one late response. All 15 responses have been included in their entirety as  
Attachment H. 11 of them are nearly identical, and the information conveyed by the 
respondents were already addressed in the Board’s prior discussions in Attachment C, or 
already considered by the courts in their confirmation of the Board’s discretionary authority to 
apply the CCI adjustment. The following table summarizes the responses included as 
Attachment H and provides Staff’s response or explanation: 
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School districts and stakeholders that submitted responses: 

1. Grossmont Union High  
2. Savanna 
3. Lammersville Unified 
4. Cypress 
5. Lake Elementary 
6. Central Unified 
7. West Contra Costa Unified 
8. Oakland Unified 
9. Redondo Beach Unified 
10. Fresno Unified 
11. Santa Ana Unified 
12. Tao | Rossini (Representing the Coalition for Adequate School Housing, Savanna, 

Cypress, Central Unified, and Bakersfield City Elementary) 
13. San Ramon Valley Unified 
14. Solana Beach Elementary 
15. Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified (submitted past the deadline but accepted for public 

comment)  
 

Summary of Responses Staff Responses 
Appeal was not heard by the 
Board. (10 letters) 
 

The Board took action to move projects on the Unfunded 
List to the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) at the 
original grant levels and then apportioned the projects at 
the original grant levels. Following the apportionment in 
2017, approximately 30 appeals were filed by school 
districts. These appeals were returned to the school 
districts and not heard by the Board because there is no 
legal requirement for the Board to reconsider its own 
action. 

Project was designated and 
prioritized with the assumption 
that the funds would be 
received. (one letter) 
 
The construction projects were 
too urgent to wait for funding 
prior to beginning construction, 
so the school districts either 
construction partial projects, 
borrowed money internally for 
other funds or other projects, 
or issued certificates of 
participation in order to move 
their much need projects 
forward. (one letter) 
 

Project placed on the Unfunded List were approved by the 
Board. However, they were clearly notified the Board’s 
approval was not a guarantee or commitment of future 
State funding. The Board cautioned school districts not to 
place any reliance on the fact that the application is placed 
on the list. 
 
As shown on Attachment G, over 20% of projects had 
already completed construction prior to the approval of the 
applications by the Board. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 
 
The dollars lost (not received) 
has had an impact on our 
program and rising material and 
labor costs will be less and less 
impactful the longer we wait. 
(one letter) 
 
Requests for grants at 2023 
grant level to mitigate the 
construction costs over the past 
six years. (two letters) 
 
Districts were forced to descope 
projects as a result of the 
Board’s decision. (one letter) 
 

As noted above and shown on Attachment G, over 91 
percent of projects were completed by the time of the 
Board’s action in 2017; therefore, the projects likely had 
not been impacted by rising material and labor costs. 
 
100 percent of the projects were completed by 2021; 
therefore, providing 2023 grant amounts would not be 
supportable. 
 
Again, the Board did not guarantee funding. The Board’s 
determination on whether to provide a CCI increase took 
into consideration of the health of the entire program of 
the state. 

Approving the OPSC 
recommendations treats projects 
that were submitted mere days 
apart in vastly different ways. (12 
letters) 
 
Equity of funding is at the center 
of this request. 
(one letter) 
 
It was not realistic for a School 
District to withdraw its 
Application and resubmit. 
(one letter) 

The different treatment is deemed equitable by the 
Board as explained in this item that led to the creation of 
the ARBBA List. 
 
In 2017, multiple stakeholders spoke at the Board 
advocating that projects on the Unfunded List not be 
subject to Grant Agreements. As noted above, no 
projects were subject to Grant Agreements or additional 
limitations on eligible expenditures. Additionally, New 
construction projects were not required to reverification 
of current program eligibility and no school district was 
required to withdraw and resubmit their application 
which could have rendered a project ineligible. As a 
result, the districts’ choice not to reapply for the projects 
on Unfunded List (Attachment A) were voluntary, and 
they likely benefited from their decisions. 
 

Notwithstanding legal arguments 
offered to you [the Board] or his 
team of attorneys in their 
attempts to advise you, I request 
that you simply do the right thing. 
(two letters) 
 
Apply the correct statutory 
adjustments to the 
apportionments. (three letters) 
 
The SAB relies almost entirely 
upon a misapplication of Section 
1859.107. (two letters) 

As noted in one letter, after a multi-year court process, 
on May 31, 2022, the Court of Appeal affirmed the 
Superior Court’s ruling that SFP Regulation Section 
1859.107 validly conferred discretion on the Board to 
make the adjustments. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 
 
Conclusion  
 
The Board correctly exercised its discretion in 2017 when it declined to apply CCI 
adjustments to the 129 projects processed for $368,335,488 that represented the Unfunded 
List (projects that were processed in 2012 and 2013 but lacked bond authority and cash).   

To properly exercise its discretion, the Board took into consideration of the funds availability 
and endeavored to steer the program in the direction of the overall health and longevity of 
the School Facilities Program.   

Specifically, it was fiscally prudent for the Board to decline to apply CCI adjustments given 
the extended time lapse between the placement of the projects on the Unfunded List and the 
2017 apportionment when most of the projects were contracted and/or constructed well in 
advance of the apportionment in 2017. Further, retroactively applying CCI adjustment would 
significantly increase the funding for this group of completed projects and thereby risk 
prematurely exhausting program funds for other equally deserving projects. Moreover, the 
Board’s actions in 2017 were consistent with its historical actions in 2012 and 2013. In fact, 
in 2012 the Board enacted emergency regulations to close the Unfunded List to new 
projects, recognizing its difficulty meeting the rising program demand unmatched by funding. 
Lastly, this group of projects already benefitted by not having to undergo the eligibility re-
verification process in 2017, and should not be permitted now to claim CCI increases without 
being subject to the uncertainty of the outcome under the new program requirements.   

As such, this Board sees no reason to issue a different decision or to take any action that 
deviates from the Board’s previous reasonable actions. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Adopt this Supplemental Report of the Executive Officer (including all attachments) as its 
decision in this matter. 
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LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-585 Modernization G 5/10/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 7,311,673.00 7,311,673.00 7,311,673.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-010 Modernization G 5/10/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 913,941.00 913,941.00 8,225,614.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
ORANGE PLACENTIA-YORBA LINDA UNIFIED 57/66647-00-033 Modernization G 5/10/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,758,421.00 1,758,421.00 9,984,035.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
ORANGE SANTA ANA UNIFIED 57/66670-00-052 Modernization G 5/11/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 3,220,891.00 3,220,891.00 13,204,926.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-137 Modernization G 5/15/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 4,488,621.00 4,488,621.00 17,693,547.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
KERN SIERRA SANDS UNIFIED 57/73742-00-008 Modernization G 5/15/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 5,042,273.00 5,042,273.00 22,735,820.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-006 Modernization G 5/17/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,502,290.00 1,502,290.00 24,238,110.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
ORANGE ANAHEIM CITY 57/66423-00-030 Modernization G 5/17/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 4,997,913.00 4,997,913.00 29,236,023.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 57/68676-00-034 Modernization G 5/21/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 700,708.00 700,708.00 29,936,731.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-010 Modernization G 5/25/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 259,210.00 259,210.00 30,195,941.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-37-006 Modernization G 5/29/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 372,000.00 372,000.00 30,567,941.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-003 Modernization G 5/30/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 716,504.00 716,504.00 31,284,445.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
CONTRA COSTA PITTSBURG UNIFIED 57/61788-00-009 Modernization G 5/31/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 3,272,108.00 3,272,108.00 34,556,553.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
SAN DIEGO GROSSMONT UNION HIGH 57/68130-00-018 Modernization G 6/1/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,943,275.00 1,943,275.00 36,499,828.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 57/68676-00-035 Modernization G 6/4/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 136,160.00 136,160.00 36,635,988.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
HUMBOLDT EUREKA CITY UNIFIED 57/75515-00-011 Modernization G 6/8/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 353,464.00 353,464.00 36,989,452.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
HUMBOLDT EUREKA CITY UNIFIED 57/75515-00-011 Modernization G 6/8/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 11,126.00 11,126.00 37,000,578.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CARLSBAD UNIFIED 57/73551-00-009 Modernization G 6/8/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,236,680.00 2,236,680.00 39,237,258.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CARLSBAD UNIFIED 57/73551-00-009 Modernization G 6/8/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 70,162.00 70,162.00 39,307,420.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO WASHINGTON UNIFIED 57/76778-00-001 Modernization G 6/12/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 5,732,333.00 5,732,333.00 45,039,753.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
FRESNO WASHINGTON UNIFIED 57/76778-00-001 Modernization G 6/12/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 173,732.00 173,732.00 45,213,485.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-004 Modernization G 6/12/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,034,935.00 1,034,935.00 46,248,420.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-004 Modernization G 6/12/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 32,350.00 32,350.00 46,280,770.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
EL DORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 57/61903-00-007 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,308,551.00 1,308,551.00 47,589,321.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
EL DORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 57/61903-00-007 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 40,994.00 40,994.00 47,630,315.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-003 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 134,702.00 134,702.00 47,765,017.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-003 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 4,209.00 4,209.00 47,769,226.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-004 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 597,142.00 597,142.00 48,366,368.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-004 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 18,743.00 18,743.00 48,385,111.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-009 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 835,551.00 835,551.00 49,220,662.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-009 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 26,228.00 26,228.00 49,246,890.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-026 Modernization G 6/18/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 650,564.00 650,564.00 49,897,454.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-026 Modernization G 6/18/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 20,421.00 20,421.00 49,917,875.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-586 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,815,685.00 1,815,685.00 51,733,560.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-586 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 56,820.00 56,820.00 51,790,380.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-587 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,407,694.00 1,407,694.00 53,198,074.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-587 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 44,178.00 44,178.00 53,242,252.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-588 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 810,377.00 810,377.00 54,052,629.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-588 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 25,431.00 25,431.00 54,078,060.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-17-012 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,413,624.00 1,413,624.00 55,491,684.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-17-012 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 44,273.00 44,273.00 55,535,957.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-32-022 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 4,839,200.00 4,839,200.00 60,375,157.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-32-022 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 151,441.00 151,441.00 60,526,598.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-005 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,626,001.00 2,626,001.00 63,152,599.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-005 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 82,280.00 82,280.00 63,234,879.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 Modernization G 6/21/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 3,442,280.00 3,442,280.00 66,677,159.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 Modernization G 6/21/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 108,221.00 108,221.00 66,785,380.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED 57/75481-00-005 Modernization G 6/22/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,796,516.00 1,796,516.00 68,581,896.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED 57/75481-00-005 Modernization G 6/22/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 56,569.00 56,569.00 68,638,465.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57/67447-00-058 Modernization G 6/27/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 440,998.00 440,998.00 69,079,463.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57/67447-00-058 Modernization G 6/27/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 13,885.00 13,885.00 69,093,348.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57/69427-00-033 Modernization G 6/27/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 4,111,809.00 4,111,809.00 73,205,157.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57/69427-00-033 Modernization G 6/27/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 107,194.00 107,194.00 73,312,351.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 Modernization G 6/29/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,187,376.00 2,187,376.00 75,499,727.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 Modernization G 6/29/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 68,744.00 68,744.00 75,568,471.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SONOMA RINCON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/70896-00-008 Modernization G 7/2/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,433,625.00 1,433,625.00 77,002,096.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SONOMA RINCON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/70896-00-008 Modernization G 7/2/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 45,146.00 45,146.00 77,047,242.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-007 Modernization G 7/3/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,082,124.00 2,082,124.00 79,129,366.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-007 Modernization G 7/3/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 65,540.00 65,540.00 79,194,906.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-010 Modernization G 7/5/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,066,177.00 2,066,177.00 81,261,083.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-010 Modernization G 7/5/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 64,833.00 64,833.00 81,325,916.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-009 Modernization G 7/5/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,357,814.00 1,357,814.00 82,683,730.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-009 Modernization G 7/5/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 35,617.00 35,617.00 82,719,347.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
BUTTE MANZANITA ELEMENTARY 57/61499-00-001 Modernization D 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 88,525.00 0.00 132,788.00 221,313.00 82,940,660.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
BUTTE MANZANITA ELEMENTARY 57/61499-00-001 Modernization D 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 2,776.00 0.00 4,163.00 6,939.00 82,947,599.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-589 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 987,011.00 987,011.00 83,934,610.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-589 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 30,888.00 30,888.00 83,965,498.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-590 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,155,827.00 2,155,827.00 86,121,325.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-590 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 67,543.00 67,543.00 86,188,868.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-592 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,594,025.00 1,594,025.00 87,782,893.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-592 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 49,942.00 49,942.00 87,832,835.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-39-007 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,139,156.00 2,139,156.00 89,971,991.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-39-007 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 67,028.00 67,028.00 90,039,019.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-61-009 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 4,343,350.00 4,343,350.00 94,382,369.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-61-009 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 136,100.00 136,100.00 94,518,469.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-044 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,067,649.00 1,067,649.00 95,586,118.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-044 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 33,524.00 33,524.00 95,619,642.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-594 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 723,664.00 723,664.00 96,343,306.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-594 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 22,663.00 22,663.00 96,365,969.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-595 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,122,067.00 1,122,067.00 97,488,036.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
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LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-595 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 35,056.00 35,056.00 97,523,092.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-011 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,103,653.00 1,103,653.00 98,626,745.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-011 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 34,571.00 34,571.00 98,661,316.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-012 Modernization G 7/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 422,704.00 422,704.00 99,084,020.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57/61259-00-070 Modernization G 7/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 261,354.00 261,354.00 99,345,374.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-045 Modernization G 7/23/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,071,166.00 2,071,166.00 101,416,540.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-139 Modernization G 7/30/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,720,850.00 1,720,850.00 103,137,390.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES BALDWIN PARK UNIFIED 57/64287-00-016 Modernization G 7/30/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 402,829.00 402,829.00 103,540,219.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 57/68338-00-229 Modernization G 7/31/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,237,882.00 2,237,882.00 105,778,101.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
TULARE STRATHMORE UNION ELEMENTARY 57/72157-00-003 Modernization D 7/31/2012 3/20/2013 140,922.00 0.00 264,551.00 405,473.00 106,183,574.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-005 Modernization G 8/1/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,452,253.00 1,452,253.00 107,635,827.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-027 Modernization G 8/7/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 421,128.00 421,128.00 108,056,955.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
MONTEREY MONTEREY COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10272-00-001 Modernization D 8/8/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 153,819.00 153,819.00 108,210,774.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57/66696-00-003 Modernization G 8/13/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,172,118.00 2,172,118.00 110,382,892.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57/66696-00-003 Modernization G 8/13/2012 8/28/2013 0.00 0.00 697,109.00 697,109.00 111,080,001.00 112-012 08/28/13 Yes
NAPA CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED 57/66241-00-003 Modernization G 8/16/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 442,693.00 442,693.00 111,522,694.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 57/61424-00-004 Modernization G 8/17/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 3,439,355.00 3,439,355.00 114,962,049.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
CONTRA COSTA MARTINEZ UNIFIED 57/61739-00-007 Modernization G 8/17/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,304,026.00 2,304,026.00 117,266,075.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-004 Modernization G 8/21/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 3,193,909.00 3,193,909.00 120,459,984.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-029 Modernization G 8/28/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,993,640.00 2,993,640.00 123,453,624.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
GLENN LAKE ELEMENTARY 57/62596-00-001 Modernization G 9/11/2012 3/20/2013 308,808.00 0.00 644,216.00 953,024.00 124,406,648.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-140 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,961,579.00 1,961,579.00 126,368,227.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-141 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 5,531,483.00 5,531,483.00 131,899,710.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-597 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,032,271.00 1,032,271.00 132,931,981.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-598 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 550,676.00 550,676.00 133,482,657.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-599 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 437,796.00 437,796.00 133,920,453.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-38-022 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 4,360,668.00 4,360,668.00 138,281,121.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-006 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 658,522.00 658,522.00 138,939,643.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-031 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 786,282.00 786,282.00 139,725,925.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
ORANGE BREA-OLINDA UNIFIED 57/66449-00-012 Modernization G 9/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,411,697.00 1,411,697.00 141,137,622.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SUTTER MERIDIAN ELEMENTARY 57/71415-00-001 Modernization D 10/2/2012 5/22/2013 7,900.00 0.00 44,023.00 51,923.00 141,189,545.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-019 Modernization G 10/3/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 586,806.00 586,806.00 141,776,351.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-020 Modernization G 10/3/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 911,821.00 911,821.00 142,688,172.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
TULARE STRATHMORE UNION ELEMENTARY 57/72157-00-003 Modernization G 10/3/2012 5/22/2013 1,472,372.00 0.00 2,208,558.00 3,680,930.00 146,369,102.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SONOMA DUNHAM ELEMENTARY 57/70672-00-001 Modernization G 10/5/2012 5/22/2013 429,203.00 0.00 655,954.00 1,085,157.00 147,454,259.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-024 New Construction G 10/9/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 15,685,743.00 15,685,743.00 163,140,002.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-047 Modernization G 10/11/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 946,931.00 946,931.00 164,086,933.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
VENTURA VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10561-00-004 Modernization G 10/12/2012 5/22/2013 436,839.00 0.00 655,258.00 1,092,097.00 165,179,030.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE CYPRESS ELEMENTARY 57/66480-00-004 Modernization G 10/16/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,955,840.00 1,955,840.00 167,134,870.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-013 New Construction G 10/16/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,457,114.00 3,457,114.00 170,591,984.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SANTA BARBARA SOLVANG ELEMENTARY 57/69336-00-002 Modernization G 10/16/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,549,252.00 3,549,252.00 174,141,236.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-015 New Construction G 10/17/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 6,708,658.00 6,708,658.00 180,849,894.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-032 Modernization G 10/17/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 640,660.00 640,660.00 181,490,554.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-016 New Construction G 10/18/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,303,604.00 2,303,604.00 183,794,158.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
MENDOCINO MENDOCINO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10231-00-001 Modernization G 10/22/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 184,346.00 184,346.00 183,978,504.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 50/63321-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 15,473,429.00 15,473,429.00 199,451,933.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 50/63321-00-027 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 10,048,623.00 10,048,623.00 209,500,556.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 50/75242-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 21,621,701.00 21,621,701.00 231,122,257.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-030 Modernization G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,872,262.00 1,872,262.00 232,994,519.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-025 New Construction G 10/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,018,414.00 1,018,414.00 234,012,933.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-026 New Construction G 10/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 546,654.00 546,654.00 234,559,587.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-017 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,312,050.00 2,312,050.00 236,871,637.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-018 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 6,217,866.00 6,217,866.00 243,089,503.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-033 Modernization G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,012,214.00 2,012,214.00 245,101,717.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
RIVERSIDE TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED 50/75192-00-039 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,563,291.00 1,563,291.00 246,665,008.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SONOMA WINDSOR UNIFIED 50/75358-00-014 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 141,044.00 141,044.00 246,806,052.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 57/64444-00-009 Modernization G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,127,431.00 2,127,431.00 248,933,483.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 57/64444-00-010 Modernization G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 5,053,092.00 5,053,092.00 253,986,575.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN MATEO BURLINGAME ELEMENTARY 57/68882-00-008 Modernization G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,548,512.00 1,548,512.00 255,535,087.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN MATEO SEQUOIA UNION HIGH 50/69062-01-003 New Construction G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,478,179.00 1,478,179.00 257,013,266.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
RIVERSIDE CORONA-NORCO UNIFIED 50/67033-00-036 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 683,175.00 683,175.00 257,696,441.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN BERNARDINOVICTOR VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/67934-00-021 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,242,878.00 3,242,878.00 260,939,319.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN BERNARDINOVICTOR VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/67934-00-022 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,360,869.00 3,360,869.00 264,300,188.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-014 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 30,518,867.00 30,518,867.00 294,819,055.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 57/73791-00-005 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,986,827.00 2,986,827.00 297,805,882.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-010 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 635,720.00 635,720.00 298,441,602.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 50/69641-00-001 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 4,166,578.00 4,166,578.00 302,608,180.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 50/69641-00-002 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,485,437.00 1,485,437.00 304,093,617.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 57/69641-00-029 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 635,554.00 635,554.00 304,729,171.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 57/69641-00-030 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 720,787.00 720,787.00 305,449,958.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 50/61804-01-001 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 612,224.00 612,224.00 306,062,182.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/61804-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 505,811.00 505,811.00 306,567,993.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/61804-00-022 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 1,588,327.00 1,588,327.00 308,156,320.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-006 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 7,210,103.00 7,210,103.00 315,366,423.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES PALOS VERDES PENINSULA UNIFIED 50/64865-00-006 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 999,139.00 999,139.00 316,365,562.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES PALOS VERDES PENINSULA UNIFIED 57/64865-00-025 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 1,856,645.00 1,856,645.00 318,222,207.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 393,067.00 393,067.00 318,615,274.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-022 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 490,014.00 490,014.00 319,105,288.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES WHITTIER UNION HIGH 57/65128-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 3,178,351.00 3,178,351.00 322,283,639.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 50/73643-00-019 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 5,930,954.00 5,930,954.00 328,214,593.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
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Fund Code SAB Date SAB ApprovedSAB Unfunded 
Approval

Financial Hardship 
Apportionment Loan State Share Total 

Apportionment Cumulative TotalReceived DateCounty School District Application Number Program Approval

SAN DIEGO SOLANA BEACH ELEMENTARY 50/68387-00-002 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 11,562,358.00 11,562,358.00 339,776,951.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN LAMMERSVILLE JOINT UNIFIED 50/76760-00-006 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 10,815,703.00 10,815,703.00 350,592,654.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA FRANKLIN-MCKINLEY ELEMENTARY 57/69450-00-009 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 511,489.00 511,489.00 351,104,143.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA GILROY UNIFIED 57/69484-00-008 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 725,354.00 725,354.00 351,829,497.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/64352-02-001 New Construction G 10/31/2012 7/10/2013 0.00 0.00 16,505,991.00 16,505,991.00 368,335,488.00 112-012 07/10/13 Yes

ATTACHMENT A 
SFP Unfunded List as of January 25, 2017; Added to Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) at June 5, 2017 SAB Meeting

3 208



ATTACHMENT B 
AUTHORITY 

(as of June 10, 2023) 

Education Code (EC) Section 17070.15 

For purposes of this chapter, the following terms have the following meanings, unless a different 
meaning appears from the context: 
(a) “Apportionment” means a reservation of funds for the purpose of eligible new construction,
modernization, or hardship approved by the board for an applicant school district.
…
(c) “Board” means the State Allocation Board as established by Section 15490 of the Government
Code.
…

EC Section 17070.20. 

The Director of General Services shall administer this chapter and shall provide assistance to the board 
as it requires. 

EC Section 17070.35. 

(a) In addition to all other powers and duties as are granted to the board by this chapter, other statutes,
or the California Constitution, the board shall do all of the following:

(1) Adopt rules and regulations, pursuant to the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative
Procedure Act, Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the
Government Code, for the administration of this chapter. However, the board shall have no
authority to set the level of the fees of any architect, structural engineer, or other design
professional on any project. The initial regulations adopted pursuant to this chapter shall be
adopted as emergency regulations, and the circumstances related to the initial adoption are hereby
deemed to constitute an emergency for this purpose. The initial regulations adopted pursuant to this
chapter shall be adopted by November 4, 1998. If the initial regulations are not adopted by that
date, the board shall report to the Legislature by that date, explaining the reasons for the delay.
(2) Establish and publish any procedures and policies in connection with the administration of this
chapter as it deems necessary.
(3) Determine the eligibility of school districts to receive apportionments under this chapter.
(4) Apportion funds to eligible school districts under this chapter.

(b) The board shall review and amend its regulations as necessary to adjust its administration of this
chapter to conform with the act that amended this section to add this subdivision. Regulations adopted
pursuant to this subdivision shall be adopted by November 5, 2002, and shall be adopted as
emergency regulations in accordance with the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure
Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government
Code). The adoption of any emergency regulation pursuant to this subdivision filed with the Office of
Administrative Law shall be deemed to be an emergency and necessary for the immediate preservation
of the public peace, health and safety, or general welfare. Notwithstanding subdivision (e) of Section
11346.1 of the Government Code, any emergency regulation adopted pursuant to this section shall
remain in effect for no more than 365 days unless the board has complied with Sections 11346.2 to
11348, inclusive, of the Government Code.
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EC Section 17072.10 
  
(a) The board shall determine the maximum total new construction grant eligibility of an applicant by 
multiplying the number of unhoused pupils calculated pursuant to Article 3 (commencing with Section 
17071.75) in each school district with an approved application for new construction, by the per-
unhoused-pupil grant as follows: 

(1) Five thousand two hundred dollars ($5,200) for elementary school pupils. 
(2) Five thousand five hundred dollars ($5,500) for middle school pupils. 
(3) Seven thousand two hundred dollars ($7,200) for high school pupils. 

 
(b) The board annually shall adjust the per-unhoused-pupil apportionment to reflect construction cost 
changes, as set forth in the statewide cost index for class B construction as determined by the board. 
 
(c) Regulations adopted by the board prior to July 1, 2000, that adjust the amounts identified in this 
section for qualifying individuals with exceptional needs, as defined in Section 56026, as amended after 
July 1, 2000, in consideration of the recommendations provided pursuant to Section 17072.15, shall 
continue in effect. An increase made to the per-unhoused-pupil grant amounts set forth in subdivision 
(a), on or after January 1, 2010, including, but not limited to, those made pursuant to Section 17072.11 
on or after January 1, 2010, also shall be made to the per-unhoused-pupil who is a qualifying individual 
with exceptional needs grant amounts established pursuant to this subdivision. If an increase to the 
per-unhoused-pupil grant amounts differentiates among the pupil groups based on whether the pupils 
are elementary, middle, or high school pupils, the Office of Public School Construction shall 
recommend to the board, within 60 days of that increase, a methodology to adjust the per-unhoused-
pupil grant amount for pupils who are qualifying individuals with exceptional needs so that those 
adjustments appropriately reflect the increases. 
 
(d) The board may establish a single supplemental per-unhoused-pupil grant in addition to the amounts 
specified in subdivision (a) based on the statewide average marginal difference in costs in instances 
where a project requires multilevel school facilities due to limited acreage. The application of a school 
district shall demonstrate that a practical alternative site is not available. 
 
(e) For a school district having an enrollment of 2,500 or less for the prior fiscal year, the board may 
approve a supplemental apportionment of up to seven thousand five hundred dollars ($7,500) for any 
new construction project assistance. The amount of the supplemental apportionment authorized 
pursuant to this subdivision shall be adjusted in 2008 and every year thereafter by an amount equal to 
the percentage adjustment for class B construction. 
 
 
EC Section 17072.20 
  
(a) An applicant school district that has been determined by the board to meet the eligibility 
requirements for new construction funding set forth in Article 2 (commencing with Section 17071.10) or 
Article 3 (commencing with Section 17071.75) may submit at any time a request to the board for a 
project apportionment for all or a portion of the funding for which the school district is eligible. 
 
(b) The application shall include, but shall not be limited to, the school district’s determination of the 
amount of state funding that the district is otherwise eligible for relating to site acquisition, site 
development, new construction, and hardship funding provided pursuant to Article 8 (commencing with 
Section 17075.10), if any. The amount shall be reduced by the amount of the alternative fee collected 
pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 65995.7 of the Government Code if a reimbursement election or 
agreement pursuant to Section 65995.7 of the Government Code is not in effect. 
 
(c) The board shall verify and adjust, as necessary, and approve the district’s application. 
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EC Section 17074.10 
  
(a) The board shall determine the total funding eligibility of a school district for modernization funding by 
multiplying the following amounts by each pupil of that grade level housed in school buildings that 
satisfy the requirements of Section 17073.15: 

(1) Two thousand two hundred forty-six dollars ($2,246) for each elementary pupil. 
(2) Two thousand three hundred seventy-six dollars ($2,376) for each middle school pupil. 
(3) Three thousand one hundred ten dollars ($3,110) for each high school pupil. 

 
(b) The board shall annually adjust the factors set forth in subdivision (a) according to the adjustment 
for inflation set forth in the statewide cost index for class B construction, as determined by the board. 
 
(c) The board may adopt regulations to be effective until July 1, 2000, that adjust the amounts identified 
in this section for qualifying individuals with exceptional needs, as defined in Section 56026. The 
regulations shall be amended after July 1, 2000, in consideration of the recommendations provided 
pursuant to Section 17072.15. 
 
(d) It is the intent of the Legislature that the amounts provided pursuant to this article for school 
modernization do not include funding for administrative and overhead costs. 
 
(e) For a school district having an enrollment of 2,500 or less for the prior fiscal year, the board may 
approve a supplemental apportionment of up to two thousand five hundred dollars ($2,500) for any 
modernization project assistance. The amount of the supplemental apportionment shall be adjusted in 
2001 and every year thereafter by an amount equal to the percentage adjustment for class B 
construction. 
 
(f) For a portable classroom that is eligible for a second modernization, the board shall require the 
school district to use the modernization funds to replace the portable classroom and to certify that the 
existing eligible portable classroom will be removed from any classroom use, unless the school district 
is able to document that modernizing the portable classroom is a better use of public resources. The 
capacity and eligibility of the school district shall not be adjusted for replacing a portable classroom 
pursuant to this subdivision and Section 17073.15. 
 
School Facility Program (SFP) Regulations Section Section 1859.2 
Definitions 
… 
“Unfunded List” means an information list of unfunded projects, with the exception of the unfunded list 
defined below as “Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans)”.  
“Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans)” means an information list of unfunded projects that was created 
due to the State’s inability to provide interim financing from the Pooled Money Investment Account (AB 
55 loans) to fund school construction projects as declared in the Department of Finance Budget Letter 
#33 issued on December 18, 2008. 
… 
 
School Facility Program (SFP) Regulations Section Section 1859.71 
Adjustment to the New Construction Grant 
 
The new construction per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as provided by Education Code Section 
17072.10(a), will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B Construction Cost Index as 
approved by the Board each January. The base Class B Construction Cost Index shall be 1.30 and the 
first adjustment shall be January, 1999.  
 
The new construction per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as provided by Education Code Section 
17072.10(a), may be increased by an additional amount not to exceed six percent in a fiscal year, or 
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decreased, based on the analysis of the current cost to build schools as reported on the Project 
Information Worksheet (Revised 05/10) which shall be submitted with the Forms SAB 50-05 and 50-06 
and as approved by the Board.  
 
For any changes or additions to the regulations adopted by the Board in 1999, those changes shall be 
adjusted in accordance with this Section at the time the regulations are adopted. 
 
SFP Regulation Section 1859.71.1 
New Construction Grant for Individuals With Exceptional Needs 
In lieu of the funding provided in Subdivision (a) of Education Code Section 17072.10, the Board shall 
provide the following grant amounts for each pupil included in an approved project for new construction 
funding: 
 
(a) $16,573 for each pupil that is a Severely Disabled Individual with Exceptional Needs. 
 
(b) $11,084 for each pupil that is a Non-Severely Disabled Individual with Exceptional Needs. 
 
The amounts shown shall be adjusted annually in the manner prescribed in Section 1859.71. The grant 
is eligible for any new construction grant augmentation for which the project is otherwise eligible under 
the law and regulations. 
 
SFP Regulation Section 1859.78 
Adjustment to the Modernization Grant 
 
The modernization per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as provided by Education Code Section 
17074.10(a), will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B Construction Cost Index as 
approved by the Board each January. The base Class B Construction Cost Index shall be 1.30 and the 
first adjustment shall be January, 1999. 
 
SFP Regulation Section 1859.78.3 
Modernization Grant for Individuals With Exceptional Needs 
 
In lieu of the funding provided by Subdivision (a) of Education Code Section 17074.10 and Section 
1859.78.6, the Board shall provide the grant amounts in subsections (a) and (b) for each pupil included 
in an approved project for modernization funding and shall provide the grant amount in subsections (c) 
and (d) for the CDE on behalf of the California Schools for the Deaf and Blind for each pupil included in 
an approved project for modernization funding. The amounts in subsections (c) and (d) represent 100 
percent State funding, pursuant to Education Code Section 17073.25. 
 
(a) $7,158 for each pupil that is a Severely Disabled Individual with Exceptional Needs. 
 
(b) $4,788 for each pupil that is a Non-Severely Disabled Individual with Exceptional Needs. 
 
(c) $11,930 for each pupil that meets Education Code Section 59020 and attends the California Schools 
for the Deaf and Blind and has facilities under 50 years old. 
 
(d) $16,573 for each pupil that meets Education Code Section 59020 and attends the California 
Schools for the Deaf and Blind and has facilities 50 years old and older. 
 
For purposes of subsections (c) and (d) above, 25 percent of the Modernization Grant shall be 
apportioned and released upon approval by the Board of a Separate Apportionment for Design Costs.  
The amounts shown shall be adjusted annually in the manner prescribed in Section 1859.78. The grant 
is eligible for any modernization grant augmentation for which the project is otherwise eligible under the 
law and regulations. 
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SFP Regulation Section 1859.90.2 
Priority Funding Process 
 
The priority funding process allows the Board to distribute available funds to districts or charter schools 
that request, pursuant to (a) or (b) below, as applicable, an Apportionment or an advance release of 
funds from a Preliminary Apportionment or Preliminary Charter School Apportionment, during specific 
30-calendar day filing periods beginning with July 27, 2011 and continuing with the 2nd Wednesday of 
January and the 2nd Wednesday of July of 2012. Requests submitted during the filing periods 
described above are valid until the next filing period begins.  The specific 30-calendar day filing periods 
subsequent to 2012 begin with January 9, 2013 and continue with the 2nd Wednesday of May and the 
2nd Wednesday of November, each calendar year.  Requests submitted during the filing period 
beginning with January 9, 2013 are valid until June 30, 2013.  Requests submitted during a filing period 
beginning with the 2nd Wednesday of May are valid from July 1 until December 31 of that year. 
Requests submitted during a filing period beginning with the 2nd Wednesday in November are valid 
from January 1 until June 30 of the following year.  Requests must be physically received by the OPSC 
by the 30th calendar day of each filing period to be considered valid. 
 
(a) In order to be considered for an Apportionment, approved advance release of design funds from a 
Preliminary Charter School Apportionment, or approved advance release of environmental hardship site 
acquisition funds from a Preliminary Apportionment, the district or charter school must provide a priority 
funding request in the form of a written statement signed by an authorized representative that includes 
each of the project Application numbers, and the type of Apportionment request (e.g., Apportionment, 
separate Apportionment for design or site acquisition), within the 30-calendar day filing period, and shall 
contain the following: 
 

(1) Statement that the request is to convert the unfunded approval to an Apportionment or to 
receive an approved advance release of funds; and 
(2) Acknowledgement that a valid, original signature Form SAB 50-05 must be submitted and 
physically received by the OPSC within 90 calendar days of Apportionment or approved advance 
release of funds request, except for a Career Technical Education Facilities Project in (a)(5), and 
that failure to do so will result in the rescission of the Apportionment or approved advance release 
of funds request without further Board action; and 
(3) Acknowledgement that a Grant Agreement must be submitted pursuant to Section 1859.90.4 
and physically received by the OPSC prior to, or concurrently with, the Form SAB 50-05 referenced 
in (a)(2); and 
(4) Acknowledgement that, if the district submits the Form SAB 50-05 on or after July 1, 2013 and is 
required to submit an LCP third party report, pursuant to Section 1859.97(b), the report will be 
submitted to the OPSC and the DIR at least 60 days prior to submitting the Form SAB 50-05; and 
(5) For those receiving an Apportionment, acknowledgement that by participating in the priority 
funding process, the district or charter school is waiving its right to the timeline for fund release 
submittal described in Section 1859.90. 
(6) For a Career Technical Education Facilities Project that was granted an unfunded approval 
without the required CDE plan approval and/or required DSA-approved plans and specifications, 
the applicant’s request must include: 
 
(A) Acknowledgement that the applicant must submit the required approval(s) to the OPSC within 
12 months from the date of the Apportionment.  If the required submittal(s) is not received within 12 
months, the Apportionment shall be rescinded without further Board action pursuant to Section 
1859.197(c)(1); and 
(B) Acknowledgement that a valid, original signature Form SAB 50-05 must be submitted and 
physically received by the OPSC within 90 calendar days of the submittal described in (6)(A) and 
that failure to do so will result in the rescission of the Apportionment without further Board action; 
and 
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(C) Acknowledgement that a Grant Agreement must be submitted pursuant to Section 1859.90.4 
and physically received by the OPSC prior to, or concurrently with, the Form SAB 50-05 referenced 
in (a)(6)(B). 

 
(b) In order to be considered for an approved advance release of site acquisition funds from a 
Preliminary Charter School Apportionment, the district or charter school must provide a priority funding 
request in the form of a written statement signed by an authorized representative within the 30-calendar 
day filing period, and shall contain all of the following: 

(1) Statement that the request is to convert the advance release of funds to an approved advance 
release of funds request; and, 
(2) Acknowledgement that a valid, original signature Form SAB 50-05 must be submitted and 
physically received by the OPSC within 180 calendar days of the approved advance release of 
funds request and that failure to do so will result in the rescission of the approved advance release 
of funds request without further Board action; and 
(3) Acknowledgement that a Grant Agreement must be submitted pursuant to Section 1859.90.4 
and physically received by the OPSC prior to, or concurrently with, the Form SAB 50-05 referenced 
in (b)(2); and 
(4) Acknowledgement that it must provide evidence that it has entered into the Charter School 
Agreements within 90 calendar days of approval of the advance release of funds request and that 
failure to do so will result in the rescission of the approval without further Board action. 

 
(c) If a district or charter school receives an Apportionment or approved advance release of funds 
request through the priority funding process, the OPSC must receive a valid, original signature copy of 
the Form SAB 50-05 within the specified time period, pursuant to (a)(2), (a)(6) or (b)(2), as applicable, 
and a Grant Agreement, pursuant to (a)(3),(a)(6)(C), or (b)(3), as applicable.  Upon submittal of the 
original signature copy of the Form SAB 50-05, if OPSC determines that the Form SAB 50-05 is not 
valid, the district will have ten business days to amend the Form SAB 
50-05 in order to make the Form SAB 50-05 valid.  If the OPSC does not receive a valid, original 
signature copy of the Form SAB 50-05 within the time period: 

(1) The priority funding Apportionment or approved advance release of funds request shall be 
rescinded without further Board action, and 
(2) If the Application is not subject to rescission pursuant to Section 1859.90.3(c) as defined in 
Section 1859.90.3(d), the Application shall return to the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) with a 
new unfunded approval date that is 90 calendar days from the date of Apportionment or approval of 
the advance release of funds request. 

 
(d) In the event that the amount of requests received during a specific 30-calendar day filing period 
exceeds the funds available, the Board shall apportion based on the unfunded approval date and the 
Application received date up to the available cash from each bond source.  Projects that have 
requested to participate in the priority funding process for which an Apportionment cannot be provided 
shall retain their date order position on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans).  Requests not 
converted to Apportionments will not be returned to the district or kept by the OPSC. 
 
(e) In the event that unexpected cash proceeds from sources other than bond funds become available 
for use for priority funding Apportionments, at a public meeting the Board may, based on considerations 
relevant to the amount of time available to effect a distribution of funds, waive the 30-calendar day filing 
provision specified in this section for impacted school districts to provide funds more rapidly. 

(1) OPSC shall identify and invite impacted school districts to submit a priority funding request that 
meets all other criteria in (a) above. 
(2) Requests submitted under this provision shall be valid from the date the priority funding request 
is submitted until the end of the regularly scheduled filing period specified above. 
(3) Requests submitted under this provision must comply with all other requirements of the priority 
funding process in this Section and Section 1859.90.3. 
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(4) Districts may decline to submit a request outside the normal 30-calendar day filing period 
without consequence. If the option to submit a request is declined, the requirements to participate in 
the standard 30-calendar day filing periods specified in (a) above remain in effect. 
(5) Unexpected cash proceeds from sources other than bond funds include, but are not limited to, 
the $250 million appropriated from the General Fund to the 2016 State School Facilities Fund as a 
result of the enactment of Statutes of 2021, Chapter 44, Section 163 (Assembly Bill 130). 

 
(f) For purposes of this section “rescinded” or “rescission” shall mean that the Apportionment or 
approved advance release of funds request returns to unfunded approval status with a new unfunded 
approval date, except for (a)(5)(A). The new unfunded approval date will be 90 calendar days from the 
Apportionment date.  The district or charter school will not be required to re-submit the Application and 
no further Application review will be required. 
 
SFP Regulation Section 1859.95 
Acceptance of Applications When Funding Is Unavailable.  
 
This Section shall not apply to Approved Applications submitted to the OPSC on or after the effective 
date [November 1, 2012] of Section 1859.95.1.  
 
When the Board has no funds to apportion or the application does not qualify for funding because of the 
Board’s priority point mechanism pursuant to Sections 1859.91 and 1859.92, the Board will continue to 
accept and process applications for eligibility determination, with the exception of applications that 
include a request for review of an Alternative Enrollment Projection method.  The Board will also accept 
and process applications for apportionment for purposes of developing an Unfunded List based on the 
date the application is Ready for Apportionment, with the exception of New Construction funding 
applications that utilize eligibility generated by the Alternative Enrollment Projection. 
 
The Board will return any applications for the review of the Alternative Enrollment Projection method 
and New Construction applications that utilize eligibility generated by the Alternative Enrollment 
Projection once the funding apportioned for these projects reaches $500 million or the Board has no 
funds to apportion from the Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 2004.  
 
If either the Executive Officer of the Board, the State Architect, the Director of School Facilities Planning 
Division within the CDE or the Chief of the School Property Evaluation and Cleanup Division within the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control certify to the OPSC that the district’s application was delayed 
for a specified number of calendar days in relation to other similar applications submitted to that agency 
at the same time, the application may, at the discretion of the Board, receive a date on the Unfunded 
List or receive funding pursuant to Section 1859.91 based on the date the application is Ready for 
Apportionment, adjusted back in time for the number of calendar days the application was delayed.  
 
Applications for New Construction Adjusted Grants for a project where the site was apportioned 
pursuant to Section 1859.75.1 shall receive a date on the Unfunded List based on the date the 
environmental hardship site apportionment was made for the project.  
 
With the exception of financial hardship eligibility, a district with an application included on an Unfunded 
List shall not be required to re-establish eligibility for that application prior to apportionment.  
 
An application for funding included on an Unfunded List is eligible for reimbursement subject to 
adjustments in the New Construction Grants amount pursuant to Section 1859.77. 
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SFP Regulation Section 1859.95.1 
Applications Received When Bond Authority Is Unavailable.  
 
This Section shall not apply to Approved Application for Joint-Use Funding, Approved Application for 
Career  Technical Education Facilities Project Funding, a Form SAB 50-04 submitted for Critically 
Overcrowded Schools Facilities funding, (commencing with Section 1859.140), Charter School 
Facilities Program funding (commencing with Section 1859.160), or for Overcrowding Relief Grants. 
 
(a) When the Board has Insufficient Bond Authority to apportion the School District’s funding request on 
the Form SAB 50-04, the following will apply: 
 

(1) The Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) will receive and determine if the Form SAB 50-
04 is an Approved Application.  To be placed on the Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority 
List, the Approved Application for funding shall be accompanied by a school board resolution, as 
specified in paragraph (b) of this Section.  The OPSC will not determine if the Approved Application 
is Ready for Apportionment. 
(2) A School District seeking financial hardship funding will not be required to submit a financial 
hardship status preapproval request pursuant to Section 1859.81. The OPSC will not process 
requests for financial hardship status.  The School District may continue to submit the Form SAB 
50-04 pursuant to (a)(1). 

 
(b) A resolution from the governing board of the school district shall be submitted with the Form SAB 
50-04 prior to the Approved Application being placed on the Applications Received Beyond Bond 
Authority List, pursuant to paragraph (a) of this Regulation.  A School District’s governing board 
resolution shall include paragraphs (b)(1) through (b)(5) or, if applying for financial hardship funding, 
paragraphs (b)(1) through (b)(6). 
 

(1) The school board acknowledges that the remaining School Facility Program bond authority is 
currently exhausted for the funds being requested on this application. 
(2) The school board acknowledges that the State of California is not expected nor obligated to 
provide funding for the project and the acceptance of the application does not provide a guarantee 
of future State funding. 
(3) The school board acknowledges that any potential future State bond measures for the School 
Facility Program may not provide funds for the application being submitted. 
(4) The school board acknowledges that criteria (including, but not limited to, funding, qualifications, 
and eligibility) under a future State school facilities program may be substantially different than the 
current School Facility Program.  The district’s Approved Application may be returned. 
(5) The school board acknowledges that they are electing to commence any pre-construction or 
construction activities at the district’s discretion and that the State is not responsible for any pre-
construction or construction activities. 
(6) The school board acknowledges that, if bond authority becomes available for the Board to 
provide funding for the submitted application, the School District must apply for financial hardship 
status. 

 
(c) The OPSC will continue to receive and determine if the Forms SAB 50-01, 50-02, and 50-03 are 
Approved Applications.  The OPSC will not determine if the Approved Application is Ready for 
Apportionment.  This Regulation Section does not constitute notification from the Board pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65995.5(b)(1). 
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SFP Regulation Section 1859.107 
Amending and Withdrawal of Applications 
 
A funding application that received an apportionment under Chapter 12 or Chapter 12.5 may not be 
rescinded and re-approved under the provisions of any amended law or administrative regulation 
unless specifically authorized by other applicable law.  
 
A funding application, with the exception of funding applications identified in Subsection (a) below, that 
has received an approval pursuant to Section 1859.95, but has not received an apportionment, may 
receive an adjustment as allowed under Sections 1859.71,1859.71.2(c), 1859.78.4(b) or 1859.78 at the 
time the apportionment is made. If the adjustment is a result of Sections 1859.71.2(c) or 1859.78.4(b), 
the district must submit an amended Form SAB 50-04. The amended application shall retain its OPSC 
processing date. No other adjustments may be made, including those resulting from changes to the 
regulations prior to final funding by the SAB. As an alternative, the application may be withdrawn and 
resubmitted for SAB approval under the provisions of any amended or new regulation that becomes 
effective prior to the apportionment for the project. The district must first request from the OPSC that 
the application be withdrawn and removed from the Unfunded List. The district may then resubmit the 
application to the OPSC under the provisions of the amended or new regulation once it is effective. The 
resubmitted application will receive a new processing date by the OPSC. School districts that have 
already received a site apportionment under Section 1859.81.1(a) may withdraw the application and file 
as an environmental hardship pursuant to Section 1859.75.1 without forfeiting their original site 
apportionment, provided that the new application does not exceed the amount already apportioned.  
 
A funding application, with the exception of funding applications identified in Subsection (a) below, 
submitted to the OPSC that has not received an approval will receive funding under the provisions of 
the regulations that were in effect when the application was submitted to the OPSC and any funding 
adjustment authorized by Sections 1859.71.2(c) or 1859.78.4(b). If the funding adjustment is a result of 
Sections 1859.71.2(c) or 1859.78.4(b), the district must submit an amended Form SAB 50-04. The 
amended application shall retain its OPSC processing date. At the option of the district, a funding 
application submitted to the OPSC that has not received an approval may be withdrawn and 
resubmitted for SAB approval under the provisions of any amended or new regulation once it is 
effective. The district must request that the application be withdrawn and removed from the OPSC 
workload list. The resubmitted application will receive a new processing date by the OPSC.  
 
At the option of the district, an Approved Application for Career Technical Education Facilities Project 
Funding submitted to OPSC prior to January 1, 2012 may be resubmitted for the purpose of requesting 
the funding as prescribed in Section 1859.71.6 or Section 1859.77.4, as applicable. To request that 
funding, the district must submit an amended Form SAB 50-10 at least 90 days prior to requesting an 
Apportionment pursuant to Section 1859.90.1 or 1859.90.2 or receiving an Apportionment pursuant to 
Section 1859.195. The amended application shall retain its original OPSC processing date. This 
paragraph is subject to Education Code Sections 17070.965 and 17078.73. 
 
(a) A district that submitted an Approved Application request for either a Modernization Adjusted Grant 
or a Separate Design Apportionment for a modernization project pursuant to Section 1859.81.1 that 
meets the criteria in (1) and (2) below must submit a new Form SAB 50-04 that meets the criteria in 
Subsections (b) or (c) no later than 60 calendar days after the effective date (September 16, 2002) of 
this Subsection: 

(1) The Approved Application was received by the OPSC after April 29, 2002 but no later than the 
date this Subsection becomes effective (September 16, 2002). 
(2) The Approved Application has not received an approval or has received an approval pursuant to 
Section 1859.95, but has not received an apportionment. 

 
(b) The new Form SAB 50-04 identifies the same number of pupils assigned to the original project or a 
lesser amount that is not less than 37.5 percent of the pupils originally assigned to the project (round 
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up). In this case, the district will be required to contribute additional funds to the project to meet the 40 
percent district contribution required pursuant to Section 1859.79(b). If the project was approved as a 
financial hardship project under the provisions of Section 1859.81, the project shall maintain its financial 
hardship status, however, the district will be subject to a financial review pursuant to Section 1859.81(a) 
to determine if there are additional district funds available for the project. 
 
(c) The new Form SAB 50-04 identifies a lesser number of pupils assigned to the project that does not 
exceed an amount determined by multiplying the pupils assigned to the original project by 37.5 percent 
(round down). In this case, the district will not be required to contribute additional funds to the project to 
meet the 40 percent district contribution required pursuant to Section 1859.79(b). 
 
(d) If a new Form SAB 50-04 is submitted under the provisions of subsection (b), the Architect of 
Record or Design Professional certification made on the original Form SAB 50-04 will be accepted as 
satisfying the requirements of the new Form SAB 50-04. 
 
(e) Any Approved Application request that meets the requirements of Subsection (a) will be withdrawn 
60 calendar days after the date Subsection (a) becomes effective (September 16, 2002) if the district 
does not submit a new Form SAB 50-04 conforming to either Subsections (b) or (c). 
 
Any application for eligibility determination that has received an approval may be amended to comply 
with provisions of an amended or new regulation once it is effective. The amended application will 
receive a new processing date by the OPSC. 
 
Any application for eligibility determination that has not received an approval may be amended at any 
time to conform to an amended or new regulation. The application shall retain its OPSC processing 
date. 
 
Any application for new construction eligibility determination that has received an approval must be 
amended to conform to Regulation Section 1859.51(l) prior to submittal of Form SAB 50-04.  
 
Any application for new construction eligibility determination that has not received an approval must be 
amended to conform to Form SAB 50-02 and Form SAB 50-03 prior to submittal of Form SAB 50-04.  
 
Any application for modernization eligibility determination that has received an approval must be 
amended to conform to Regulation Section 1859.61(g) prior to submittal of Form SAB 50-04.  
 
Any application for modernization eligibility determination that has not received an approval must be 
amended to conform to Form SAB 50-03 prior to submittal of Form SAB 50-04.  
 
Districts that have received an approval of eligibility on a HSAA or Super HSAA are not required to re-
establish eligibility under the provisions of Section 1859.41(a).  
 
Districts that have requested eligibility determination on a HSAA or Super HSAA that have not received 
an approval must comply with the provisions of Section 1859.41(a) prior to submittal of Form SAB 50-
04. The amended eligibility application shall retain its original OPSC processing date. 
 
A district that has received an approval of its eligibility determination on a district-wide, HSAA or Super 
HSAA basis, but received no New Construction Grant(s), may re-file on another eligibility determination 
basis provided it withdraws all previously submitted Form SAB 50-04 requests for New Construction 
Grant(s), including those on the Unfunded List. 
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MEMO TO THE STATE ALLOCATION BOARD 
 

NON-CONFIDENTIAL REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
For Closed Session Meeting; September 26, 2018 

 
PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 

To provide the State Allocation Board (Board) with information on the application of Construction Cost Index 
Adjustments to School Facility Program (SFP) projects on unfunded lists. 
 

DESCRIPTION 
 

At its May 2018 meeting, the Board requested information on the application of Construction Cost Index 
(CCI) adjustments and how they have been applied to unfunded lists. Specifically, Staff was requested to 
bring back information on these topics: 
 

• The applicable laws regarding CCI adjustments. 
• Past practice by the Board when applying CCI adjustments. 
• Legal opinions regarding CCI adjustments. 

 
This report provides a history of the topics mentioned above, as well as a description of each period when 
an unfunded list was established, the circumstances surrounding the establishment (i.e. lack of bond 
authority or lack of cash for apportionments), and what action the Board took when authority or cash 
became available. 

 
DISCUSSION 
  

Throughout the history of the program, the Board has made multiple decisions on how to apply CCI 
adjustments to projects on unfunded lists. The decisions made all appear to be supported by statute and 
regulation. 
 
Applicable Laws and Regulations Related to CCI Adjustments 
Education Code Section 17070.15 states that: “The following terms, wherever used or referred to in this 
chapter, shall have the following meanings, respectively, unless a different meaning appears from the 
context: 

(a) “Apportionment” means a reservation of funds for the purpose of eligible new construction, 
modernization, or hardship approved by the board for an applicant school district.” 

 
For the New Construction grant, Education Code (EC) Section 17072.10(b) states, “the board annually shall 
adjust the per-unhoused-pupil apportionment to reflect construction cost changes, as set forth in the 
statewide cost index for class B construction as determined by the board.” 
 
For Modernization funding, Education Code Section 17074.10(b) states, “the board annually shall adjust the 
factors set forth in subdivision (a) according to the adjustment for inflation set forth in the statewide cost 
index for class B construction as determined by the board.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 2

ATTACHMENT C

220



 

 

SAB 09-26-18 
Page Two 

 
DISCUSSION (cont.) 

 
SFP Regulation Section 1859.71 states in part: 

 
The new construction per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as provided by Education Code Section 
17072.10(a), will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B Construction Cost Index 
as approved by the Board each January. The base Class B Construction Cost Index shall be 1.30 
and the first adjustment shall be January 1999.  

 
SFP Regulation Section 1859.78 states: 
 
“The modernization per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as provided by Education Code Section 17074.10(a), 
will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B Construction Cost Index as approved by the 
Board each January. The base Class B Construction Cost Index shall be 1.30 and the first adjustment shall 
be January, 1999.” 
 
SFP Regulation Section 1859.107 states in part “A funding application…that has received an approval 
pursuant to Section 1859.95 [Unfunded List], but has not received an apportionment, may receive an 
adjustment as allowed under Sections 1859.71, 1859.71.2(c), 1859.78.4(b) or 1859.78 at the time the 
apportionment is made.” 
 
For reference, SFP Regulation Section 1859.2 defines the three types of unfunded lists as follows: 
 
 “Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority List” means an informational list of applications submitted to 
the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) and presented to the Board. Funding applications placed 
on this list contain the preliminary grant amounts requested by a district. The OPSC has not determined that 
the Approved Application(s) are Ready for Apportionment.  
 
 “Unfunded List” means an information list of unfunded projects, with the exception of the unfunded list 
defined below as “Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans)”. 
 

“Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans)” means an information list of unfunded projects that was created due 
to the State’s inability to provide interim financing from the Pooled Money Investment Account (AB 55 loans) 
to fund school construction projects as declared in the Department of Finance Budget Letter #08-33 issued 
on December 18, 2008.” 

 
Statutory and Regulatory Analysis 
The statutes and regulations do not specifically address the issue of whether to apply CCI adjusted grant 
amounts to projects pending on unfunded lists at the time the projects are apportioned. The statutes and 
regulations also do not address the scenario where the initial approval of a project is made in a different 
year than when the project receives cash apportionments from a bond sale. Regulation Section 1859.107 
provides that the Board “may” make an adjustment to the projects that were on the Unfunded List (projects 
that received an approval pursuant to Section 1859.95), but the regulation does not mandate that the Board 
make an adjustment.  
 
For new construction, EC Section 17072.10(b) states that the Board “shall annually adjust the per-
unhoused-pupil apportionment to reflect construction costs changes” reflected in the class B CCI.  For 
modernization, EC Section 17074.10(b) states that the Board “shall annually adjust the factors [the per-
pupil-grant funding amounts] set forth in subdivision (a) according to the adjustment for inflation set forth in 
the statewide cost index for class B construction, as determined by the board.”  The Board has also adopted  
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DISCUSSION (cont.) 
 
SFP Regulation Section 1859.71 for new construction projects and Section 1859.78 for modernization 
projects that prescribe the adjustment to the per-unhoused-pupil grant amount based on the Class B CCI.   
 
The authority cited above demonstrates the Board’s requirement to adjust SFP grant funding amounts on an 
annual basis. The Board has been consistent in making the required adjustment to the SFP grant funding 
amounts each year. Historically, the grant funding amounts have always increased; with the exception of 
January 2010 when the Class B CCI experienced a 6.74 percent decrease from the prior year. 
 
Past Practice 
At several points between 1999 and 2012, the Board took action to make apportionments for projects 
previously on unfunded lists during periods when bond authority and/or cash proceeds have been 
exhausted. The per-pupil grant levels used when apportioning these projects varied depending on the 
circumstances surrounding the unfunded list at that point in time.  Attachment A shows the history of past 
Board actions related to the grant amounts provided for unfunded lists since the inception of the program. 
 
Prior to 2012, the Board had considered retroactive application of the CCI increases to unfunded lists. In 
2011 this was done to partially offset an unprecedented decrease in the grant funding amounts as a result of 
the CCI decrease in 2010. In earlier years, when applications were fully processed to an Unfunded List the 
Board did apply the CCI increases at the time of apportionment.   
 
How to apply the CCI increase in more recent years has been based primarily on Board actions from 
January and February 2012 and January 2013 (which are included as Attachments B1, C1, and D1). In 
January and February 2012 the program had projects pending on an unfunded list based on a lack of AB55 
loans. In January 2013 additional projects were added to unfunded list based on a lack of available bond 
authority. At each of those time points the program had unfunded lists and either very limited, or a lack of 
available bond authority with no future bond on the ballot. It was also during this time period that the Board 
was engaged deeply in policy discussions with multiple subcommittee meetings and stakeholder meetings, 
on whether to continue the practice of processing funding applications when bond authority was exhausted. 
The decision made by the Board to change regulations in September 2012 to cease doing so, and only to 
accept and acknowledge applications (with school board resolutions that included, amongst other things, a 
certification that there was no guarantee of future funding) is what led to the creation of the Unfunded List in 
2012 that is the subject of this memo. The Board decided to stop processing applications at the September 
19, 2012 meeting. Regulations to create the Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority List were 
approved at that same meeting. The regulations were filed with the Office of Administrative Law and went 
into effect on November 12, 2012. However, before the regulations could take effect, the bond authority in 
both new construction and modernization ran out. This left a small window of time in 2012 and 2013 where 
applications received prior to November 12, 2012 were processed to the Unfunded List by default.    
 
In 2012, Staff brought items before the Board to request direction on whether to apply the CCI adjustments 
to the items on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans). The Board debated the issue and looked at past 
practice and statute, as well as challenges with making the adjustment with unknown amounts of cash and 
bond authority in the future. Several motions were made about potentially increasing the grant amounts for 
projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans), however, none passed [see transcript of February 22, 
2012, pages 110-130, which is included as Attachment C2]. As a result, those projects remained at the level 
of grant funding applicable at the time the applications were processed and approved.  
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DISCUSSION (cont.) 

 
Again, in January 2013, Staff brought the action item before the Board, this time also including options for 
applying the CCI adjustments to projects on the Unfunded List, as bond authority had been exhausted and 
the list was in effect1. The agenda item (included here as Attachment D1) contained the following options: 
 
Option 1:  Apply the 2013 SFP grant amounts to some or all projects on the list of unfunded approvals 
that received an unfunded approval between 2009 and 2012 (these projects had bond authority and were 
waiting for cash to be available for apportionments). 
 

This option would provide an increase for projects on the list of unfunded approvals that received 
the 2009, 2010, 2011 and/or 2012 grant amounts as designated by the Board. 

 
Option 2 – Apply the 2013 SFP grant amounts to the applications added to the Unfunded List prior to 
January 2013. 
 

This option would apply the 2013 grant amounts to applications that were processed to the Board, 
but were received after bond authority was exhausted. 

 
The Board item also included pros and cons of the options, and a staff recommendation. Staff 
recommended that the Board “Provide no adjustments to the SFP grant amounts for any project added to 
the list of unfunded approvals or the Unfunded List prior to January 2013.” 

 
The item was discussed at the meeting, and a motion was made, and carried, to “table, so no action 
necessary and - - use prospectively” the 2013 grant amounts (not retroactive to projects on the Unfunded 
List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) and Unfunded List)2. The Board thus opted to maintain the prior 2012 decision 
that CCI adjustments would only be done prospectively.   
 
Since the Board had declined to approve any suggested option of applying CCI-adjusted grant amounts 
retroactively to items on the unfunded lists when the issue was presented in February 2012 and again in 
January 2013, OPSC understood that the Board had provided OPSC with direction that the CCI adjustments 
were to be applied prospectively only.  Consequently, Staff did not present any subsequent items for the 
Board’s consideration to apply increased grant funding levels retroactively to projects on unfunded lists that 
are pending apportionments.   

 
Board Notification of the Grant Amounts Used for the Unfunded List 
Prior to the Board taking action at the June 5, 2017 meeting, OPSC Staff presented information items at the 
January and April 2017 meetings to highlight and educate the members on the specifics of the unfunded 
lists. Attachments showing the projects, the unfunded approval dates from 2012 and 2013, and the project 
amounts were included as part of the item (which is included as Attachment E1). The CCI year that applied 
to the projects was not specifically called out, but project amounts were unchanged from the amounts 
published in the agendas in 2012 and 2013 and repeated thereafter on every agenda through 2017. During 
the discussions at these meetings, specifics about the projects and lists were less of a focus. Many 
expressed interest in the ability to approve the applications on the Unfunded List quickly as they had been 
on that list since 2012. 

                                                
1 As noted above, at the September 19, 2012 meeting the Board adopted the Applications received Beyond Bond Authority 
Regulations and discontinued the practice of processing applications when bond authority was not available, and items were no 
longer added to the Unfunded List.  
2 See transcript of January 23, 2013, page 24 (Attachment D2). 
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DISCUSSION (cont.) 

At the June 2017 Board meeting, OPSC presented projects for Board approval that were on the Unfunded 
List, originally approved in the 2012 and 2013 calendar years (see Attachment E1 and E2). These projects 
were listed on the attachment to the Staff report at their original 2012 and 2013 grant amounts. As part of 
the Staff report and specifically in the recommendation to the Board, it was made clear that the applications 
were fully processed and that the funding total was $368 million. The Board approved Staff’s 
recommendation and authorized the projects to participate in the priority funding filing round at that time.  

At the September 2017 meeting, the Unfunded List projects that received unfunded approval at the June 
2017 meeting were presented for Apportionment (See Attachment F1 and F2). A Board member raised the 
question of which amounts were being used. Staff responded that the original amounts being used reflected 
the grant amounts applicable and approved at the time the application was processed back in 2012 and 
2013. The Board voted to approve the Apportionments listed at the grant funding levels specified since 2012 
and 2013. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the above history, record of Board actions, and the lack of an affirmative decision to apply CCI-
adjusted grant levels retroactively, it has been OPSC’s understanding that CCI-adjusted grant levels are not 
to be applied retroactively. 
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CCI 
Increase 

Not 
Applied

Mod 
Unfunded List
(Lack of Cash)

NC Unfunded List
(Lack of Authority)

May 26, 1999

August 15, 2018

1999-2000 (Lack of Cash)
LPP projects that met certain  grandfathering  provisions were afforded priority funding status over SFP projects. This resulted in the modernization funding prescribed for the first 
funding cycle of Proposition 1A being exhausted prior to being able to access the modernization funds from the second cycle. At the July 5, 2000 meeting the Board transferred $17 
million in Class Size Reduction funds to the modernization category to fund all approved modernization projects . 

1999 – 2008
Projects were apportioned on a flow basis when bond authority was available, and cash for those Apportionments was made available in the form of loans from the Pooled Money 
Investment Account.

2000 – 2006 (Lack of Authority)
The CCI was applied retroactively to projects that were on an unfunded list when a new bond provided additional authority. 

2010 – 2011 (Lack of Cash)
In 2010 for the first and only time in the history of the SFP, the CCI adjustment resulted in a decrease. Therefore, the Board applied the elevated 2011 CCI adjustment retroactively to all 
projects remaining on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) beginning March 25, 2010 through December 31, 2010. The Board also applied the 2011 CCI to all projects that received an 
Apportionment via the October priority funding round in 2010.

2009 – Present (Lack of Cash)
The priority funding process was adopted in 2009. All approved projects since then are first placed on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans). When cash becomes available from bond 
sales, the Board approves an Apportionment. Apportionment amounts are based on the amount provided at the time of placement on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans).  

2012 – 2013 Unfunded List (Lack of Authority)
The Board did not take action to increase the Unfunded List projects to the 2017 per-pupil grant level. Therefore, in September 2017 projects were apportioned based on the 2012 or 
2013 per-pupil grant level depending on the date of approval and placement on the Unfunded List. 

Application of Construction Cost Index Adjustments to School Facility 
Program Grants on Unfunded Lists

Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans)

Mod Unfunded List
(Lack of Authority)

NC & Mod
Unfunded List
(Lack of Cash)

5/22/13 - 7/10/13

NC Unfunded List
(Lack of Authority)

Mod Unfunded List
(Lack of Authority)

12/12/12 - 6/26/13

Mod Unfunded List
(Lack of Authority)

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
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REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER (Rev . 1) 
State Allocation Board Meeting, January 25, 2012 

OPTIONS FOR THE EXECUTION OF THE 2012 GRANT AMOUNTS 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To provide options for the execution of the annual grant adjustments to School Facility Program (SFP) project 
approvals. 

DESCRIPTION 

As a part of this agenda, the State Allocation Board (Board) will take action on the annual adjustment to the 
SFP grants based on the change in construction costs for 2011.  This item requests the Board take no 
action and provide no adjustments to the SFP grant amounts for any project added to the unfunded list prior 
to January 2012. 

AUTHORITY 

Education Code (EC) Section 17070.63 (a) states: “The total funding provided under this chapter shall 
constitute the state's full and final contribution to the project and for eligibility for state facilities funding 
represented by the number of unhoused pupils for which the school district is receiving the state grant. As a 
condition of receipt of funds, a school district shall certify that the grant amount, combined with local funds, 
shall be sufficient to complete the school construction project for which the grant is intended.” 

For New Construction grant, EC Section 17072.10(b) states, “The board shall annually adjust the per- 
unhoused-pupil apportionment to reflect construction cost changes, as set forth in the statewide cost index 
for class B construction as determined by the Board.” 

For Modernization funding, EC Section 17074.10(b) states, “The board shall annually adjust the factors set 
forth in subdivision (a) according to the adjustment for inflation set forth in the statewide cost index for class 
B construction, as determined by the board.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.2 defines “Class B Construction Cost Index (CCI)” as a “construction factor 
index for structures made of reinforced concrete or steel frames, concrete floors, and roofs, and accepted 
and used by the Board.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.71 states, “The new construction per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as 
provided by Education Code Section 17072.10(a), will be adjusted annually based on the change in the 
Class B Construction Cost Index as approved by the Board each January.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.78 states, “The modernization per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as provided 
by Education Code Section 17074.10(a), will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B 
Construction Cost Index as approved by the Board each January.” 

BACKGROUND 

Statute requires the Board to annually adjust the pupil grants to reflect statewide construction cost changes. 
Historically, the Board has used Marshall & Swift (M&S) Eight California Cities index for these adjustments, 
since it most accurately reflects the conditions under which districts will be building their schools with the 
SFP.  The M&S Eight California Cities Index is the only Class B index that uses exclusively California cities 
to capture material and prevailing wage costs in California. 
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BACKGROUND (cont.) 
 

At its January 2010 meeting, the Board adopted the M&S Eight California Cities index, which resulted in a 
decrease to the per-unhoused-pupil grant of 6.74 percent. The Board elected to only apply the adjusted 
grant amounts to a project awarded an unfunded approval on or after March 2010. 

 
The 2010 decrease in the CCI was the first decrease in the history of the SFP. Because of this, the Board 
expressed a desire to maintain the flexibility to specifically adjust those projects should the grant amounts 
once again increase in 2011. 

 
At its January 2011 meeting, the Board adopted the M&S Eight California Cities index, which resulted in an 
increase to the per-unhoused-pupil grant of 4.28 percent with corresponding increases to 2011 project 
allocations. The Board also elected to apply the 2011 CCI adjustment to the projects on the Unfunded List 
beginning March 2010, in order to include all projects that were awarded using the 2010 grant amounts. 
This action did not include an increase for unfunded approvals awarded prior to March 2010. 

 
Staff is presenting a separate action item this agenda that recommends the adoption of the M&S Eight 
California Cities index for 2012. If adopted, this index will result in a CCI increase of 3.76 percent. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS 

 

The Board approval dates for projects on the list of unfunded approvals range from 2009 through 
December 2011 and will include today’s new unfunded approvals as well. Until 2010, the current year CCI 
was only applied to projects approved or apportioned in that calendar year. Since unfunded approvals are 
not yet apportionments, they are not subject to the statutory “full and final” provisions and can be adjusted for 
the CCI at the discretion of the Board. 

 
2009 Unfunded Approvals 

 
There are 13 projects currently on the unfunded list with unfunded approvals based on 2009 grant amounts. 
These represent all projects with unfunded approvals through February 2010. These projects have been 
eligible for apportionment but have not yet requested apportionments to this point. These projects were not 
previously considered for adjustment. They were not part of the discussion at the January 2011 meeting, and 
were not adjusted for either the 2010 decrease or the 2011 increase. 

 
Until the 2012 CCI increase, 2009 was the peak level for grant amounts, because the 2011 grant amounts 
were less than the 2009 amounts. If the Board adopts the M&S Eight California Cities index for 2012, the 
overall increase from 2009 to 2012 would be approximately 0.91 percent. Approving adjustments for these 
projects would require up to $304,858 in additional bond authority from Propositions 1A, 55, and 1D. 

 
2010 Unfunded Approvals 

 
There are 114 projects currently on the unfunded list with 2010 unfunded approvals. These represent all 
projects with unfunded approvals from March through December 2010. These projects have also been 
eligible for apportionment, but have not yet requested apportionments. Because they were subject to 2010 
grant amounts that had decreased by 6.74 percent from 2009, the Board applied the 2011 grant amounts to 
these projects, which resulted in a 4.28 percent increase. 
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Although these projects received the 2011 CCI increase, their grants are still approximately 2.7 percent 
below the 2009 peak year. If the Board adopts the M&S Eight California Cities index for 2012, approving 
adjustments for these projects would be a second augmentation and increase their grant by 3.76 percent. 
Overall, it would result in grant amounts that are approximately 0.91 percent higher than the 2009 levels. 
This action would require up to $7,937,528 in additional bond authority from Propositions 47, 55, and 1D. 

 
2011 Unfunded Approvals 

 
There are 323 projects currently on the unfunded list with 2011 unfunded approvals. Some of these have 
had the opportunity to receive an apportionment during the most recent Priority Funding round. The 
apportionments granted at the December 2011 Board meeting included three of the 28 projects that 
received unfunded approvals on April 27, 2011. However, the vast majority of 2011 unfunded approvals 
have not received an apportionment due to their more recent approval dates and insufficient cash proceeds 
from bond sales. 

 
These projects have awards that are approximately 2.7 percent below the 2009 peak year. If the Board 
adopts the M&S Eight California Cities index for 2012, approving adjustments for these projects would 
increase their grant by 3.76 percent. Overall, it would result in grant amounts that are approximately 0.91 
percent higher than the 2009 levels. Providing an increase for these projects is consistent with the previous 
Board action to award increases for the 2010 projects.  However, that decision was based on the decrease 
in the CCI. Approving adjustments for these projects would require up to $35,849,202 in additional bond 
authority from Propositions 47, 55, and 1D. 

 
Estimated Additional Bond Authority Required for Increases 

 
The following table provides an estimate of the additional bond authority required if the 2012 grant amounts 
were applied to projects on the list of unfunded approvals by year: 

 
Unfunded Approval 

Date 

Current Grant 

Amount 

Number of 

Projects 

Current Value of 

Unfunded Approvals 

Estimated Impact if 2012 

Grant Amount is Applied 

January 2009 through 
February 2010 

2009 13 $33,500,906 $304,858 Increase 

March 2010 through 
December 2010 

2011 114 $211,104,476 $7,937,528 Increase 

January 2011 through 
December 2011 

2011 323 $953,436,211 $35,849,202 Increase 

 
Additional Considerations 

 
There are additional considerations for the Board when deciding how to apply the current CCI adjustment, 
including the remaining bond authority. Any augmentation of existing unfunded approvals will reduce 
remaining SFP bond authority, thus limiting the Board’s ability to provide future awards. After the December 
2011 Board meeting, the remaining bond authority is approximately $197.1 million for new construction and 
$362.3 for modernization. 

 
If the M&S Eight California Cities index for 2012 is adopted by the Board, the projects on the workload list 
will be recalculated using the 2012 grants, further reducing bond authority (please note that many of these 
projects are still under review and the actual need is subject to change). Providing increases to all projects 
on the unfunded list would reduce the remaining new construction and modernization authority an additional 
$11.2 million and $20.1 million respectively. 

(Continued on Page Four) 
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The following charts summarizes the current available New Construction bond authority and illustrates the impact of 
applying the 2012 CCI adjustment to the in-house workload and the current unfunded approval list (amounts are in 
millions). 

 
 
 
 
 

Estimated 
Unfunded 

Approval Date 

 
 

 
In-House 
Workload 
Estimated 

Value 

 
 

New 
Construction 

Bond 
Authority 

 
 

 
Less 
3.76% 

2012 CCI 

 

Subtotal of 
Remaining 

New 
Construction 

Bond 

Less 
3.76% if 
2012 CCI 

is    
Applied 
to Entire 

Unfunded 

 
 

 
Net Remainder 

of New 
Construction 

Remaining* Increase* Authority List  Bond Authority 

December 2011  $ 197.10    $ 197.10    $ 197.10 

January 2012 $ 48.03 $ 149.07 - $ - = $ 149.07 -  = $ 149.07 

February $ 117.69 $ 31.38 - $ 6.23 = $ 25.15 - $ 11.23 = $ 13.92 

March $ 2.37 $ 29.01 - $ 0.09 = $ 22.69 -  = $ 11.46 

April** $ 30.67 $ (1.66) - $ - = $ (7.98) -  = $ (19.21) 

May $ - $ -         
* February 2012 CCI drawdown includes CCI adjustments to January 2012 approvals. 
** April 2012 drawdown is based on historical average of $30.67 million per Board meeting. 

 

 
Another consideration for the Board is that bond sale proceeds have not been sufficient to cover all projects 
on the unfunded list.  Because of this, districts may wait for an apportionment for an extended period of 
time.  Districts with sufficient local funds may proceed with the project and receive a reimbursement when 
an apportionment is granted.  Other districts are unable to proceed until an actual apportionment is 
received, especially Financial Hardship districts. In either case, the grant amounts awarded for projects 
approved in previous years may not align with construction costs at the time of contract execution. 

 
(Continued on Page Five) 
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Finally, the unfunded approvals list includes items for the Charter School Facilities Program and Critically 
Overcrowded Schools Program, such as advance fund releases for design, site or Environmental Hardship. 
These items are not truly unfunded approvals. The grants for these advance funding items are either based 
on a set formula or actual costs, not the current year CCI. They were added to the list for the purposes of 
providing a mechanism to fund these advances.  Staff does not recommend them for adjustment at this 
time, and they have not been included in this discussion. The current year grant amounts will be applied 
when these projects convert to a full adjusted grant for unfunded approval or apportionment. 

 
Options 
Staff presents the following options for the Board to consider for execution of the 2012 SFP grant amounts: 

 
OPTION 1 – Take no action and provide no adjustments to the SFP grant amounts for any project added 

to the unfunded list prior to January 2012. 

 

Pro: Requires no additional bond authority. 
Con: Does not allow for an adjustment that aligns the state grants to the construction cost index. 

 
OPTION 2 – Provide an increase for all projects that received unfunded approvals in 2011. 

This would not include the 2010 unfunded approvals that were adjusted for the 2011 CCI. 
 

Pro: 

This allows 2011 unfunded approvals to receive an adjustment that aligns the state grants to the construction 
cost index. 

Cons: 

• Requires the use of up to $35,849,202 in additional scarce bond authority 
• Likely provides an increase to reimbursement projects that are already complete. 
• Likely provides increases for some projects that had the opportunity but did not request an apportionment. 

 
OPTION 3 – Provide an increase for all projects with 2010 and 2011 unfunded approvals. 

This option would provide an increase for all projects on the unfunded list that received either the 2010 or 2011 
grant amounts. This would be a second increase for the projects originally awarded in 2010. 

 
Pro: 

This allows 2010 and 2011 unfunded approvals to receive an adjustment that aligns the state grants to the 
construction cost index. 

Cons: 

• Requires the use of up to $43,786,730 in additional scarce bond authority. 
• Likely provides an increase to reimbursement projects that are already complete. 
• Likely provides increases for some projects that had the opportunity but did not request an apportionment. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continued on Page Six) 
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OPTION 4 – Provide increases for all projects on the unfunded approvals list. 

This option would provide an increase for all projects on the unfunded list, including those from 2009 and 2010. 
This would also provide a second increase for the projects originally awarded in 2010. 

 
Pro: 

This allows all unfunded approvals to receive an adjustment that aligns the state grants to the construction 
cost index. 

 
Cons: 

• Requires up to $44,091,588 in remaining bond authority. 
• Likely provides increases for some projects that had the opportunity but did not request an apportionment. 
• Likely provides an increase to reimbursement projects that are already complete. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 

Approve Option 1. 
 

BOARD ACTION 
 

In considering this Item, the SAB held this Item over to the February 2012 SAB meeting and requested that staff 
provide information on the history of adjustments to projects on the Unfunded List. 
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APPEARANCES 
 

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD PRESENT: 
 
PEDRO REYES, Chief Deputy Director, Policy, designated  
  representative for Ana Matosantos, Director, Department of 
  Finance 
 
ESTEBAN ALMANZA, Chief Deputy Director, Department of General 
  Services, designated representative for Fred Klass, 
  Director, Department of General Services 
 
JEANNIE OROPEZA, Deputy Superintendent, Services for 
  Administration, Finance, Technology & Infrastructure 
  Branch, California Department of Education, designated  
  representative for Tom Torlakson, Superintendent of Public 
  Instruction. 
 
SENATOR ALAN LOWENTHAL 
 
SENATOR LONI HANCOCK 
 
ASSEMBLY MEMBER JULIA BROWNLEY 
 
ASSEMBLY MEMBER JOAN BUCHANAN 
 
ASSEMBLY MEMBER CURT HAGMAN 
 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PRESENT: 
 
LISA SILVERMAN, Acting Executive Officer 
 
BILL SAVIDGE, Assistant Executive Officer 
 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES, 
  OFFICE OF LEGAL SERVICES PRESENT: 
 
LANCE DAVIS, Staff Counsel 
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 P R O C E E D I N G S  

 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Jones, please call the 

roll. 

  MS. JONES:  Okay.  Senator Lowenthal. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Senator Hancock. 

  Senator Runner. 

  Assembly Member Brownley. 

  Assembly Member Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Assembly Member Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Here. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Esteban Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Jeannie Oropeza. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Pedro Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Present. 

  MS. JONES:  We do have a quorum. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  So let’s go ahead 

and get started.  Is there any public comments?  Or we wait 

for the issues when they come up?  Thank you.   

  You know, we’ve had this Project Information 

Worksheet item that we’ve held over several times because 
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Senator Runner had an interest on that and I was wondering 

what the wish of the Board is.   

  I think there are two options.  One is to -- as we 

all know, Senator Runner unfortunately is not doing well and 

I don’t know when she’ll come back, but I think this is an 

item that we should address.  And with all due respect to 

Senator Runner, I think we do need to decide as a Board 

whether we want to take it up for conversation or the 

alternative is to send it to the Implementation Committee 

for them to work out some of the issues, ways to streamline, 

maybe applying it to other programs.   

  I think some of the information we’re getting has 

been very helpful and there’s some void in some of the 

programs, but I think there’s got to be ways to streamline 

it.  Some of the reports are probably not necessary, like 

the second report nor the three report and so forth. 

  So with the Board’s permission, would that be okay 

to just send it to the Implementation Committee? 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  That’s fine.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Do I need a motion for that or 

is that direction enough?   

  MR. SAVIDGE:  Direction’s --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Excellent.  Thank you. 

  The other item that I do want to bring up is that 

we had originally scheduled a closed session for today and 
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we do not need that.  I think the issue’s been resolved and 

I think we’re in pretty good shape on that.  Thank you, 

Mr. Allen. 

  So with that, we’ll go to Tab 2.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  The Minutes are ready for your 

approval.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  So move.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s been moved. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Second. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Moved and second.  Any public 

comment on the Minutes?  Any questions/comments?  Okay.  Do 

we need to take a roll call?   

  MS. OROPEZA:  I’m going to abstain because I 

wasn’t here before. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  That still gives us 

enough votes to approve them.  Thank you.   

  Item 3, Executive Officer’s Statement. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yeah.  We have actually about six 

items to share with you tonight.  We were actually quite 

busy over the last month.   

  I want to give the Board an update on the fund 

releases that were approved -- excuse me -- the 

apportionments that were approved in December of 2011. 

  This Board did provide $923.8 million for priority 

in funding apportionments for 377 school districts.  And so 
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as of January 20th, the Office of Public School Construction 

did receive over 194 fund release requests for $442 million. 

So we’ve been pretty busy over the last few weeks and nearly 

370 million has been released to projects.  So those are big 

progress movements that we’re making as far as moving the 

cash to those projects. 

  Again the districts that come in with priorities 

in funding have until March 13th to come in for the 50-05.  

So with that in mind, again the reminder to all school 

districts that their item physically received by March 13th 

by 5:00 p.m.   

  And again if those projects don’t succeed in 

moving forward with the fund release, then we’re actually 

going to move those projects to the unfunded list and 

they’ll be redated for March 13. 

  Another issue I’d like to share is the new 

priorities in funding certification period currently opened. 

There is a new 30-day funding round.  We did make that 

announcement at the last Board.   

  So the certification period began January 11th and 

ends February 9th and as of February -- excuse me -- as of 

January 20th, we actually did receive 83 requests so far for 

$273 million.   

  And again we encourage all those folks that are 

currently on the unfunded list to submit their certification 
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if they qualify.   

  And another thing that we want to reiterate is 

those projects that are approved tonight also will have the 

opportunity to submit for the priorities in funding 

certification.  And again reiterate the point that they need 

to come in by February 9th. 

  And the third item I'd like to share is the New 

Construction Subcommittee had a hearing on January 11th.  

Assembly Member Buchanan will be presenting the overview of 

that item, basically all the discussions that we’ve had 

recently.   

  And we do have a follow-up Subcommittee hearing 

scheduled for February 6th on Monday and that’s from 3:30 to 

5:30.  So look forward to the agenda and the webcast posted 

on our website.  

  An update on the prevailing wage monitoring 

requirements:  we actually did have an informational session 

this morning for our stakeholders.  That included the 

Department of Industrial Relations that we actually 

partnered with today.   

  So actually had some good discussions there and 

there was actually some earlier forums during the month.  So 

we’re hoping to give some outreach, some opportunities for 

folks that are maybe unclear about the process.  We actually 

had two lead agencies speaking on those particular topics.  
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  So again give us a few days and we can actually 

post that information on our website.  

  Some information we wanted to share is the new use 

of modernization funds as a result of SB128, Senator 

Lowenthal, his bill.  We actually are allowing districts at 

this point in time to submit modernization applications on 

or after January 1st.   

  Those particular projects with modernization funds 

that actually have some green attributes, high performance, 

they can come in for funding and so -- but again it’s not 

limited to new energy systems or solar panels. 

  Again we did send an email blast to school 

districts allowing them that they can come in for the 

program.  We have some projects (indiscernible) that came in 

maybe prematurely before this bill was enacted; so those 

projects have been -- those folks have been contacted and 

they have been encouraged to apply. 

  And our last item, we actually wanted to give the 

Board a follow-up.  There was much discussion last month 

about the money that was drawn and how much cash that we had 

to apportion to projects and we did share with the Board 

there were some shortfalls in some of the cash that we were 

seeking in the Charter School Program and we’re happy to 

announce that we did actually find $7 million for those 

folks. 
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  So we did notify the Charter School Association 

and we’re actually going to work on an email blast notifying 

those school districts that there are additional funds 

available.  They could come in for those advance site and 

design funding and again reiterate that the importance of 

submitting those fund release requests by May 2nd, 2012.  

And that’s what I have for now. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Any comments.  

Senator Lowenthal.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  First on the new use of 

modernization funds, I want to thank you for moving forward 

with that and expanding what is allowable under 

modernization to not just replacement but to really be able 

to access high performance also. 

  The other -- the question though I have is that 

that bill had two parts to it besides the change in 

modernization grants to allow them to look at high 

performance.  The other part of it was CTE which was as we 

know career technical education -- for those grants also to 

look at -- to be able to access high performance grants.  

That was the second part also signed by the Governor and 

passed by the Legislature. 

  Actually it was under the -- it was my Republican 

colleague in the Senate that really asked me to add that 

part to the bill -- one of those colleagues. 
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  And so I just want to follow up on that to make 

sure that we’re really -- the Implementation Committee is 

working on that -- on the career technical education part.  

  Okay?  And I don’t know if it’s set in stone about 

the new construction, something that I’m really looking 

forward to.  Turns out that I’m not going to be here on 

February 6th.  So either they can go forward or we can 

reschedule, but it just turns out I’m not --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  We’ll talk after the 

meeting.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Is that okay?   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Okay.  I really want to talk 

because I really want to be here.  I know I was not ready 

the last time -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I think it’s important 

that you’re here, but let’s not take this time --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I do, as you’re trying to 

influence me.   

 (Laughter) 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  And I think that’s wonderful. 

That’s why we have the Committee.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Persuade.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Persuade.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Oropeza. 
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  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  And you’re doing a good job, 

but I need to be there.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Good.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you, Senator.  

Ms. Oropeza. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  I just want to acknowledge the hard 

work of OPSC in getting the money out quickly and all the 

projects and not let that go unnoticed.  So thank you for 

your hard work.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Thanks.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Bruce. 

  MR. HANCOCK:  Thank you, Chairman Reyes, members 

of the Board.  I’m here today just to reiterate an issue 

that has been placed in a letter by the Oceanside Unified 

School District regarding the priority funding round and the 

question related to how available funds are distributed. 

  I won’t take much of your time today except to 

express the Oceanside School District’s concern that money 

that was -- that did become available prior -- during the 

previous priority funding round may be being apportioned to 

projects that are only now getting on a new funding round. 

  It’s our belief that when money becomes available 

determines which list of priority funding projects receive 

that money.  I think maybe I’ve scrambled it a little bit.   

  I’m simply trying to say that during a six-month 
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period when there is a priority funding list, any funds that 

become available should be apportioned in my opinion under 

the Board’s guidelines to projects that are on the list at 

that time.  

  And it may be that for administrative reasons the 

Office of Public School Construction has to do some things 

with the funds before the apportionments can be made and 

therefore the apportionments are not actually made until a 

second funding list has been created, but in my opinion, the 

Board’s guidelines on this require that money to be given to 

the list that was in effect at the time the money became 

available not to the list that exists at the time the 

apportionments are made.  

  And we realize that that’s not on your agenda to 

discuss today -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah.  Yeah.   

  MR. HANCOCK:  -- but we would -- because it was 

brought up -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MR. HANCOCK:  -- by Ms. Silverman as another 

funding round being underway, we appreciate your 

consideration of that issue.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  With -- can you 

wait a sec?  With the Board’s indulgence, I would like to 

take care of Item No. 10 for Ms. Fuller who’s here for that. 
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It’s the Needles appeal.  Is there an objection to that to 

jump in out of order?  Hearing none --  

  SENATOR FULLER:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  My apologies, Ms. Fuller.  I 

was not made aware --  

  SENATOR FULLER:  Thank you.  I’m very glad to --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- all of a sudden, I look 

back and go ooh. 

  SENATOR FULLER:  Well, it’s actually exciting for 

me to get to come see you from the opposite side of the 

table.   

  I am pleased to be back with you this afternoon.  

As a former member of this Board, I really appreciate the 

hard decisions you have to make and I know that there are 

many tough decisions coming. 

  But I’m here today to talk to you on behalf of the 

Needles Unified School District, and I think you’ll find 

some of the facts compelling.   

  They’re a very, very small district out in the 

middle of -- well, they’re next to three rivers -- or a big 

river I guess it is and I've never been there.  It’s in my 

district.  The territory that their school district has is 

the size of Connecticut.  They only have 900 students.  They 

have declining enrollment and they started to build this 

school and it has taken them 11 years because of all the 
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problems that they were required to do on BLM land and 

whatever, including building a waste water treatment plant 

for the school, not being able to get power and so on. 

  So what started out 11 years ago is now about to 

come to conclusion, but the school is about to be inhabited 

that you all actually funded at 13 million, but the problem 

is that they were required to demolish the old school and 

the kids had to stay in the old school for 10 of those 11 

years because they couldn’t move to the new school because 

it couldn’t open. 

  Then they had to bus the kids, some of them as 

long as 45 minutes across the state lines to an Arizona 

school and pay a half million dollars every year to house 

them there.   

  So my ask today is to consider their very unique 

situation.  They are asking to be given a place in line -- 

not a priority place, just a place in line for a relatively 

minor amount of funding the next time the eligible funding 

becomes available. 

  There are many challenges to the school, but at 

this point if the kids can just move in that nice new 

facility, if they can take care of demolition -- and I think 

they’re down to -- the total price now will be under 

300,000, so you might have more on there.  So half would be 

about 150,000. 
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  It would mean a great deal to this school and I 

think it’s a better use of our resources or I wouldn’t be 

here.  Sending a half million dollars over the line -- 

they’re very small.  I don’t know how this would work.  

  There is some indication that 11 years ago the 

school district should have put that on the application.  In 

my review, I’m not exactly sure that they did or they 

didn’t, but it doesn’t matter.  The school district doesn’t 

wish to contest that.  They’re just here to sort of throw 

theirself on your mercy.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Staff wants to add 

anything to that?  

  MS. SHARP:  Well, if I may and thank you for 

giving the background, Senator Fuller.  

  The reason -- I’d like to go over just a little 

bit about the reasons why staff feels that we’re unable to 

support the district’s request. 

  The district asked us to consider the additional 

funding under two avenues, the first as an error or omission  

on the original project -- it was an oversight and not 

submitted.   

  And the funding for a facility hardship project, 

the new construction project would fall under site 

development and demolition is an allowable expense in some 

cases. 
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  And the case is eligible under site development 

regulations, .76, is when the new buildings are in line with 

footprint of the old buildings.   

  In this particular case, since the district is 

abandoning the old site and going to a completely new site, 

it didn’t quite meet that criteria.  So it doesn’t meet 

those regulations.  The second --  

  SENATOR FULLER:  And before you go to that next 

one, can I -- 

  MS. SHARP:  Um-hmm.   

  SENATOR FULLER:  And the reason was, is because 

they had leased land from the Bureau of Reclamation.  This 

is kind of out in the nowhere with federal land and the 

bureau kicked them off.   

  So they had to select a new site on BLM land.  Am 

I correct in that?  That’s -- it’s also leased.  And they 

would have -- and so the main reason that they left the old 

site to go to a new site was not because of the district’s 

need to.  It was because they were kicked out by the 

government basically.  

  MS. SHARP:  There was another aspect as well to 

that facility hardship in that it was on a two-lane road, 

very far out from other areas and it was a dangerous 

two-lane road and that was part of its original facility 

hardship. 
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  So moving onto the second avenue the district 

asked us to explore, there is an allowance for an exception 

to the full and final requirement in the Education Code and 

that allowance is when there are relocation costs incurred 

by the -- in the process of the project. 

  Relocation costs are defined in regulation by 

direction to Title 25, California Code of Regulations.  And 

Title 25 basically defines relocation expenses for a 

displaced entity in the course of eminent domain 

proceedings, but we didn’t feel that that fit in this case.  

  It was not part of an eminent domain.  Yes, there 

was a leased issue, but it was not part of the eminent 

domain issue.  

  So those were the two areas and of course we 

looked fully at the regulations and since it didn’t meet 

those two criteria and fit in there, staff had previously 

administratively denied their request and does not support 

it today. 

  SENATOR FULLER:  And so I guess my final closing 

would just be that eminent domain requires you to move and 

you don’t have the ability to not move and that was the 

situation that they found themselves in.  The difference was 

that it was a lease from the Bureau.  And this was 11 years 

ago, seven school boards ago, several superintendents ago. 

  I’m not sure everybody could argue all the facts 
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accurately.  If I’m not getting them right, please feel free 

to chime in, but basically that was the problem.  It was not 

the school district’s fault that they had to change 

location.  They really had no choice.   

  Thank you very, very much for your consideration. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   

  SENATOR FULLER:  And thank you, staff.  I 

understand that this is a tough question.  It’s just that 

this little school really needs the help.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  

It’s interesting because every time we have a different new 

appeal, there’s always new issues, and I think that’s kind 

of what we see in a great state like California with so many 

diversified, different settings that you can’t make a law 

perfect to fit every situation thought of or not brought up 

in the future. 

  I’m wondering what the difference would be when 

you pay for a site acquisition and then two years down the 

line when the school starts figuring out -- because I see a 

lot of these too -- toxic cleanup that goes into the 

millions or things like that for site cleanup after -- they 

find out after the fact so to speak.  

  I’m sympathetic to the Needles cause in this case 

because it wasn’t a choice by the district.  It’s kind of 
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like a forced-to type of thing and the project was approved 

to build a new school and this is kind of leftover, but I’m 

wondering (a) under those same type of circumstances, we 

approve X amount of the dollars to buy a new site and we 

find out a whole bunch of problems at that site later or the 

utilities aren’t brought up there -- meaning the other 

number of things we’ve seen here on these appeals so far in 

the last year for me -- to take care of old obligation if 

it’s required by law because the Federal Government’s saying 

this. 

  (A) Do we need an amending of our regulations or 

(B) is there something prohibiting us from us taking care of 

this in this example.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I view it a little 

differently, but we might be on the -- overall on the same 

page and -- because it’s -- you know me.  I’m kind of 

outspoken on exceptions and people following the rules and 

all of that, but I don’t know how many schools we have on 

federal lands in this state, but my guess is we probably 

have -- we have a thousand school districts.   

  If we had 10,000 plus schools, we probably have a 

handful at most probably on reservations or in this case 

this situation. 

  And if the school -- if the district could have 
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built on the -- or placed on the same site, we would have 

paid for the demolition, but there’s no way the district 

could have built on this site out of no fault of their own. 

  And so I agree that if we want to follow 

technically the letter they don’t qualify.  I’m not sure I 

want to change the rules because maybe these exceptions are 

so rare they should come us because we are the ones that 

should be deciding these, but to penalize the district 

because the feds kicked them off the land and wanted them to 

do work that would have been covered in any other situation, 

if they would have rebuilt on that land which they would 

have or if they were at another site would have done it, it 

seems -- you know, we’re -- it seems that it’s not 

reasonable.  

  And so while I’m always the stickler of the 

rules --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  So you’re moving it? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- I think this is a 

situation where it would make sense to make an exception not 

because it’s an oversight because everything could be an 

oversight but because we have a very unique situation and 

that this was part of the lands and requirements for Bureau 

of Reclamation.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  So are you moving it? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I’ll move it. 
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  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  I’ll second. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  It’s been moved and 

second.  Any other questions or comments?   

  Let me ask a question.  If this were a property 

leased from a private individual, then you would have a 

different view.  But because it’s a government entity and 

they were not given the option to -- or would you have the 

same position if it was a -- I don’t know -- Hagman 

Enterprises that owns the property? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Well, I think for the 

most part, I like the district to own their own property 

when they’re building -- we’re using 30-year bond money to 

build a school.  It would be nice if they owned the property 

so you’re not moving around next time your lease comes up.  

  So I think it’s very rarely that you ever should 

lease out a site in the first place with the exception of 

being a government entity or a tribal nation or something 

like that.  I think that’s the only exception I would 

consider it for. 

  If a district has a 20-year lease and we’re going 

to put 30 years of bond money into a 50-year school site, 

it’s probably not a very good business move to begin with. 

  So I do draw the exception with that because in 

some areas in the state the Federal Government owns, you 

know, quite a bit of land and you can’t really find too many 
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spots around some of those big swatches there.  So I think 

that is a unique situation when it comes to a government 

entity like that.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Ms. Hancock.  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  It’s my understanding that this 

was a financial hardship school that got a hundred percent 

funding from the state, no match?  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  It’s a facilities 

hardship.   

  MS. SHARP:  It was under the Facility Hardship 

Program and part of it was financial hardship.  I don’t have 

a copy of the actual funding item with me right now, but a 

portion of it was financial hardship.  The district may be 

able to speak closer to that.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  But this portion is 

facilities hardship; correct?  Is that what they’re -- 

  MS. SHARP:  The whole project qualified, yes, 

under the Facility Hardship Program. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So they’re asking for 

50 percent funding under this; right?  Under the facilities 

hardship.  I just want to clarify.  That’s --  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  But the school itself is a 

financial hardship? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I see a couple district folk. 

Do you want to clarify this issue or -- who’s going to draw 
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the short straw on this one. 

  MR. DAVITT:  I’m Mike Davitt, Superintendent of 

Needles Unified School District, and I’m going to be as 

responsive to your question as I can be and it disappoints 

me to tell you that I simply don’t have the technical 

knowledge to know exactly what we qualified under.  

  This project’s been going on as you’ve heard for 

over a decade.  I’ve been Superintendent of the district 

since July of 2009.  My charge has been to try to bring this 

program to fruition.  I don’t understand its roots enough to 

be able to answer your questions effectively.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  It looks like somebody 

may be -- 

  SENATOR FULLER:  We’re going to bring someone who 

has answers.   

  MS. PARK:  Luisa Park, Hancock, Gonos & Park.  And 

this particular project for this demolition, it’s a 50-50.  

It is not a financial hardship. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  All right.  It’s a 

50-50.  Okay.   

  MS. SHARP:  Could I also add one other thing? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes. 

  MS. SHARP:  When we talking about leased land 

earlier, according to SFP regulation, a district can only 

lease from a governmental entity. 
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Right.  Right.  There will 

always be a government issue whenever a lease occurs, so our 

ability to lease is going to be subject to their --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  I’m not sure I 

understand the point.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Well, the point is that we’re 

saying that they had to move out because they were asked to 

move out. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Right. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And so that will always be the 

case because -- so the scenario that we have before us or 

the -- you know, the issue’s always what kind of precedent 

setting do you have and is this where you want to go and 

then Mr. Hagman points out so this is a very unique 

situation.   

  And my point is, is that a lease will always be a 

unique situation because you’ll always -- the lease -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  A lease with the 

Federal Government. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- will always be with 

government. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Right. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So they will always be at the 

mercy of that Federal Government.  So there’s no uniqueness 

to it.  When it comes to leases, all leases will be the same 
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footing.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Can I ask a question? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  That’s all.  Yes.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  I’m just wondering when 

you’re looking at these sites when you do your initial site 

verification, is there some kind of requirements you look -- 

I mean I can’t believe there’s a lot of leased school -- 

land and schools out there, but if there is, do you look at 

the term of the lease?  You got -- how long -- what’s the 

limit we set for them?   

  And this was built in 1953, so --  

  MS. SHARP:  Regulation requires that it’s a 

minimum of 30 -- or excuse me -- a minimum of 25 years, 

40 years, or 30 years depending on the entity -- 

governmental entity that they’re leasing from.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.  I would hope at 

least 30 years.   

  SENATOR FULLER:  If I may add, the new lease is 

after five years, the government gives it to them for a 

dollar or something.  So they will get -- that was part of 

the deal when they --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  The end of the lease is --  

  SENATOR FULLER:  Yeah, so -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Does the new lease 

require demolition when it’s abandoned or is that a unique 
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situation?  

  SENATOR FULLER:  They will own it themselves after 

five years with -- they’re giving it to them basically.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Okay.  All right.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Brownley, you had a 

question.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Yeah.  So just relative 

to the contract that was established many years ago with a 

lot of different leadership changes, et cetera, was any of 

this specified within the contract that -- and in the event 

that the Federal Government wants to take back the land, 

they want to take it back as it was originally?  In other 

words, did the school -- if the school district at that 

particular point in time knew that -- at that point in time 

knew that that was the requirement but obviously through 

several generations of leadership and boards and so forth, 

they might have known.   

  SENATOR FULLER:  I’m not clear that there’s 

anybody left there that was there in the first place, so 

the --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Is there a copy of the 

original contract? 

  SENATOR FULLER:  -- records that they have are 

the -- are what everybody went by.  I think part of the 

issue was that they thought they were going to -- the first 
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group thought they were going to build a school in three to 

five years, but they ended up not getting to finish it for 

11, so the kids had to stay in the building they were being 

kicked out of and then bureau had to keep figuring out ways 

to let them stay one more year, one more year, one more 

year.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Yeah, but this is about 

the cost of the demolition; right? 

  SENATOR FULLER:  This is half the cost of the 

demolition. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Right.  So I mean one 

way or the other, you were going to get to that point of 

whether you had to demolish or not; right? 

  SENATOR FULLER:  Yes. 

  MS. SHARP:  I’d like to add that it was part of 

the original lease signed in 1981.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  It was part -- the 

demolition piece -- 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  What was part? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  -- was part of the 

lease signed in 1981. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  What does that mean? 

  MS. SHARP:  It was a requirement in the lease that 

the district entered into with the Bureau of Land 

Reclamation in 1981 and we have some specific language on 
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stamped page 126 on the district’s position -- what was 

stated in the lease.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Sir. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  You cannot -- what I don’t -- 

what -- and I tend to think of this as a unique situation 

followed along with my colleagues so far in the Assembly -- 

that we have very specific regulations.   

  We have regulations about demolition, paying for 

demolition costs when the site is going to be the same site. 

  This -- because of these unique circumstances, we 

don’t have any regulations about this also when we’re doing. 

So we don’t have anything.   

  We’re saying that the eminent domain doesn’t fit 

in this case, but that’s assuming that eminent domain is the 

correct -- you know, what we should be applying to this and 

which I don’t think it should be. 

  But I also think that we don’t have regulations 

also about this knowing that on federal lands this -- these 

could happen.  So I think it just confuses for me the issue 

and makes it such a unique situation that I’m willing to go 

along with the appeal.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  It seems to me that 

when we’ve had other situations where a site’s abandoned and 

the district owns it, the district is able to recoup its 
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costs because it does whatever mitigation it has and then it 

sells the land and it gets the net proceeds. 

  But in this situation it has no way of recouping 

its cost.  It had the advantage of having the federal lease 

for all those years, but they can’t house students there 

because they’ve got a waste water problem and they have to 

move and they can’t build on the site because of those 

issues. 

  So it’s just -- like I said, there’s a part of me 

that wants to be the stickler, but I don’t think the 

district was in a position to do anything other than what it 

did and if it had owned the land, it would be able to 

recover the cost.  If it could build on the land in the same 

footprint, it would be able to recover the lost.  It’s just 

a very unique situation.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  But there was a 

contract in 1981 that said that that’s what they had to do 

when they left the property is demolish --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  Yeah. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  -- the facility. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So -- right.  So the 

question is who bears the cost of it and they’re in a unique 

situation because they don’t own it.  They can’t cover it 

through -- because they own the land, they can’t cover the 

cost.  They can’t get a fair share -- or the other half out 
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of it from us because they’re not building on the same site 

and I can’t think of many schools in the -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Right. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- State of California 

that are in that situation.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Except the request 

didn’t come at the point in time, you know, when they were 

asking for the money and so forth and so on.  They didn’t 

ask for the demolition fee. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  I think there’s been a 

motion and a second.  Are we ready to vote?  Please call the 

roll. 

  MS. JONES:  Lowenthal. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  And we’re voting on the appeal 

now of the --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes, on the appeal.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I support the appeal.  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hancock. 

  Okay.  Brownley. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Not voting. 

  MS. JONES:  Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Almanza. 
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  MR. ALMANZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Oropeza. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Aye.  

  MS. JONES:  Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Not voting.   

  MS. JONES:  It does not pass.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   

  SENATOR FULLER:  Thank you very much, all of you.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Mr. Chair, can we just 

raise an issue that’s not really related to this item, but 

it’s more of a procedural issue that -- I’ve had a couple of 

people point out to me that on these items that we’re voting 

on and this one -- what was it, Item 8 -- that -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s Item 10.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  -- it was -- Item 10. 

  SENATOR FULLER:  Can I place that on call?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Sure.   

  SENATOR FULLER:  If you have any -- thank you.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  The staff 

recommendation, what -- the first one is to take no action. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  And, you know, I’ve had 

some people raise the question whether that’s an appropriate 

action relative to the Mason’s Legislative Manual.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   
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  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Have you had anyone 

discuss this with you at all?  And argues that the rules 

really don’t allow staff to recommend to take no action, 

that we have to take an action. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Right. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  And so I know we’ve 

been -- you know, for the last year or so -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  -- we’ve been -- this 

has been a staff recommendation on various items and we have 

followed it, but I guess I was just wondering whether this 

was something that the Rules Committee should really take up 

to make sure that we’re acting appropriately. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Well, the way I look at it is 

they’re basically laying out different options for us to 

take.  So one, it was to accept the district’s appeal. The 

other one was to not take action.  Therefore staff’s 

recommendation stands.  

  And the way I look at the process is that the -- 

if the issue were clean-cut, that the staff could take an 

action on it and clearly the district’s request comes 

through.  It’s when staff can’t take an action because of 

the nuances or that it doesn’t fit into the nice box where 

they’re authorized or just inconsistent with something else, 

it really has to come to the Board.   
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  The action of the staff at that point is to deny 

the district’s request and then the action of the Board is 

to essentially overrule the staff at that point.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Well, I know.  Just in 

this case, if we were -- in terms of rather than saying 

taking no action that we would say we would move to deny the 

appeal, which ends up in the same place; right? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I think the move was to -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  I’m not talking 

about --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  I’m not talking about 

the specific action we’re taking. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  I’m just talking about 

in general --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  -- when if in another 

item we would have -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  -- agreed with the 

recommendation to take no action or our agreement would have 

been to deny the appeal, either way gets us to the same 

place.  I’m just saying that the -- whether we should be 

taking action specifically on denying the appeal rather than 
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saying we’re not going to take any action which isn’t a vote 

which means we haven’t made a deliberative choice one way or 

the other. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  If that makes sense. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes.  I get your point.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Yeah. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman, then Ms. Oropeza. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  I understand what you’re, 

Ms. Brownley, but what I’m thinking is there is -- 

99 percent of what happens on this is done by the staff 

administratively.  We have the Consent Agenda, they follow 

the rules.  If someone doesn’t like the rules, it’s like 

back in city council days.  They take it to the council.  

They overturn the planning commission and the council takes 

some affirmative action to change the status of what staff 

has done.   

  Otherwise no action means that what staff has done 

following those rules and guidelines that they have takes 

place.  So in absence that we don’t have enough votes that 

whatever staff does is there.   

  I think we have to take affirmative action to 

change what has been done administratively and that’s how I 

see it.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  I don’t want to make a 
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big deal out of this.  I’m just recommending that maybe the 

Rules Committee look at it, but I know in the Mason’s 

Legislative Manual it says in order for a deliberative body 

to make a decision or take an action, a vote must be taken. 

  So if we’re saying to take no action and we don’t 

vote on it, whether that is a deliberative action on our 

part and I have no motivation here other than to make sure 

that we’re doing the right thing.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  I’m not trying to 

overrule a decision or anything.   

  MS. OROPEZA:  Yeah.  I kind of view it as more 

semantics and maybe just giving direction to staff to make 

it clear that a denial will sustain their -- the staff 

action as Assembly Member Hagman said, but I don’t view 

it -- in all the years I've sat on this, view it as an 

intent to not have the Board take an action ever and I’ve 

seen hundreds of these. 

  So I don’t know that it has to go to Rules as 

opposed to just suggest to staff that they write these 

differently to make it clear that they expect some action.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  That would work I think 

as well.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you.  

Okay.  Let’s go back to order.  Thank you.  And Assembly 
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Member Fuller asked that we put the item on call and so 

we’ll do that.  

  Ms. Jones, would you remind me of that.  

  MS. JONES:  Will do. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   

  MS. JONES:  You’re welcome.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Tab 4 is Consent. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman, you had a comment 

on -- I’m sorry and we sort of jumped, but you had a comment 

before we did Item 10 and I apologize for interrupting your 

train of thought.  We can come back to it if you’d like 

or --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Oh, I’m trying to 

remember what the subject was.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  The Executive Report.   

  Okay.  Thank you.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  If I think about it 

again, we’ll bring it back up.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  All right.  Thank you.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Consent.  Tab 4. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes, please.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Is there a motion to move? 

  MS. OROPEZA:  I’ll move the Consent Calendar.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Second.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And with that Consent, is it 
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okay if we approve some of other items?  There was the 

Centinela issue.  Senator Hancock, are you okay with that?  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  With the sort of compromise that 

was -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  -- that as worked out?  Yes.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  What was the other 

items that -- 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Tab 11, the Regulations.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Tab 11.  Okay.  And anything 

else that we can address?  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Well, the San Jose appeal, we 

are granting that if we pass the Consent Calendar?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  The -- no.  That’s an action 

item.  So it’s not a Consent. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  That’s an action item.  Okay.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  That’s not a Consent.   

  MS. OROPEZA:  So I’ll amend my motion to add 

those -- the two -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Those two items.  Okay.  It’s 

been moved.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  7 and 11. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Second.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I gave this item a 

second. 
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Oh, you second.  Okay.  Call 

the roll, please. 

  MS. JONES:  Hancock. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Brownley -- I’m sorry.  Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye.  

  MS. JONES:  Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Oropeza. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Aye.  

  MS. JONES:  Motion carries. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  But we’ll leave it open 

to add some members who are absent. 

  MS. JONES:  Correct.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So when they come back, remind 

me to go back to that issue. 

  MS. JONES:  Will do.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Mr. Chair. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  I was reminded what the 

question was -- or the comment.  I was just wondering if -- 
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curiosity.  When we set a funding round or a list asking 

for -- doesn’t -- because we never have enough money to fund 

them all.  Don’t we just add the new ones onto the old list 

and when it -- as money come back just start peeling off or 

do you throw out the whole list and start over again? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Well, the regulation’s very 

specific to that the certification’s good through a certain 

date.  So with that in mind, you know, post that December 

activity, you know, we would have our opportunity to come 

back to the Board so those certifications were not valid 

during that tweener time. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  So just so I understand 

it in my layman’s terms.  

  You got a list.  All these people want money. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Right. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Under a certain filing.  

We only get through half of it because that’s all the money 

we have authority to bond out for. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's correct.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  The other half’s still 

sitting there.  As money comes in, from that pile -- for 

people who don’t take it, don’t qualify, decide I don’t want 

to build, are they taken off that list or do we throw it 

into the general fund pile.  It’s more bonds to start off a 

new list.  It just seems like that those people have been 
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waiting in line longer than maybe the new list people have 

and how do you reconcile those two lists? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Well, for those time limit on fund 

releases that were actually expired in the end of October, 

obviously staff had to take consideration if those projects 

come in, give them an opportunity to submit the 50-05, which 

is a fund release request. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Um-hmm.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  There has to be some kind of 

administrative line.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Sure.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  But those projects actually have 

to come back for the Board to approve the rescission of 

those projects.  So that action has to take place before you 

assign the cash. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Correct.  That -- each -- 

you know, last year’s folks that didn’t get their money, do 

they have some kind of point system wherever if they reapply 

to get some kind of credit for them standing in line longer 

or no?  They start all over again. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  No.  They just reestablish again 

with the priority system and, you know, I know Oceanside, 

there was a lot of -- I know some concern about that, but 

where they’re at on the -- they’re pretty high on the list 

and I imagine with the certification round again, you’re 
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actually competing with projects that are newer -- much 

newer.  

  So they obviously have much higher opportunity 

because of their date of approval to receive funding.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I’m just wondering 

since this isn’t on the agenda if maybe we could add it to 

the agenda -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah.  That was sort of what 

we were -- yeah.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- for the next meeting 

where we can maybe get a report and then have better 

information.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  We can then dissect it.  But 

for now, that’s sort of a global statement.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So we’ll take it as a global 

statement.  Thank you.  Okay.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  So should you choose -- I mean I 

know we have the financials, but I’m not sure if you want to 

move to some other order of business.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, we could probably 

go over the financials pretty quickly.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Should we go ahead and -- I 

mean --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  The financials are 
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quick.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Financials are quick, so just 

give a Reader’s Digest on that.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Okay.  Reader’s Digest -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  We have read it.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Tab 5, page 72, just wanted to 

share with the Board that during a small window of 

opportunity we had to report to you, we had a December 

meeting in the middle of the month and we -- well, we 

actually released $54 million and 30 million came from the 

new apportionment round.  So that’s actually good, for the 

limited role we had during the month. 

  And Tab 73, we actually show the chart of how much 

cash we have since the infusion of the new bonds.  So we 

have over a billion dollars.  

  The Assembly Member asked -- Assembly Member 

Hagman asked as far as trying to reconcile those projects 

that came in for the time limit of fund release, what was 

that pot originally and who made it through the line and who 

didn’t. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  So on page 75, we’ve created an 

illustration of trying to keep of those projects and so the 

illustration we have is in October, we actually did have a 

good portion of projects that were set to expire and the red 
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obviously were the projects that did expire.  So that 

represents $62 million.   

  The blue shaded area is 29 million that did come 

in.  And again the action had to go forward to the Board in 

order to rescind those projects. 

  But that’s the universe and they’re in different 

pots.  So it’s not exclusively new construction.  It 

represents mod.  It represents critically overcrowded 

schools.  So we’re trying to track the time.  It was 

actually more visual, more trackable, and more transparent 

about who came in and who perfected.   

  So that was an added benefit we threw out there. 

  And if we don’t have any questions, I’ll move onto 

Tab 6.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Tab 6 is our Status of Funds.  

Again quickly, just want to highlight to the Board that we 

did process $76 million this month in various categories.  A 

good portion went out -- I apologize, need my glasses right 

now.  But 17 million and 27 -- 17 projects for $27 million 

in modernization.  We did approve two high performance 

projects.  

  A good portion of the activity related to new 

construction in Proposition 55, so we processed six 

applications for $48 million and with that, I’ll open up to 
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any questions.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Hearing none, any 

public comment?  Next item. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Tab 8.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Tab 8, please.   

  MR. MIRELES:  Tab 8 is beginning on page 106.  

This item deals with an appeal submitted by the San Jose 

Unified School District requesting approval for 

modernization application for the Horace Mann Elementary. 

  The key issue of this appeal is the method by 

which modernization eligibility is determined under the 

Leroy Greene Act.  

  Through the passage of SB50 in 1998, the law 

created a two-step process to access modernization funds.  

The first step is to determine that a school district has 

eligibility and the second step is to basically submit a 

funding application. 

  School districts do have the option of submitting 

concurrent eligibility and funding applications at the same 

time, but they cannot access state funds for modernization 

unless the eligibility is established. 

  Now normally to determine the eligibility, the 

regulations require school districts to prepare a gross 

inventory of all the classrooms owned or leased at the 

school site.  The law also sets some criteria to qualify 
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which is to have buildings at least 20 or 25 years or 

older -- 20 if they’re portables and 25 if they’re 

permanent.   

  The regulations also require districts to submit a 

form and a drawing of the site in order to establish 

eligibility. 

  Staff have used the forms, have used the drawings 

submitted, and actually goes out to school districts to 

verify that the drawings reflect the current inventory on 

the site as required by the regulations.  Any discrepancies 

between the drawings and the actual buildings verified at 

the school site will be adjusted and updated in order to 

have the actual inventory at the school site before the 

eligibility is established. 

  This is has been the basic process that’s been in 

place since 1998 in order to determine eligibility.   

  Now the San Jose Unified School District also 

followed this process and by the year 2000, they established 

eligibility for about 45 out of 57 of their school sites. 

  Unfortunately, the Horace Mann Elementary School 

site which is the site that is part of this appeal was not 

one of those school sites.  Instead the district elected to 

move forward with local funds and demolish a total of 17 

classrooms on the site and to build back 33. 

  That project was completed in 2003.  Now in 2008, 
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the district’s consultant contacted OPSC to ask if they can 

establish eligibility for the site using older diagrams that 

reflected the ages of the buildings before the replacement 

project. 

  At that time, staff did inform the district that 

they could move forward with this request.  The district did 

submit the documentation and they established eligibility at 

the December 2008 meeting. 

  A year later, April 2009, the district came in and 

submitted a funding application.  At that point, staff 

reevaluated the determination of eligibility using the old 

diagrams in order to determine the eligibility and concluded 

that it was in violation of the regulations. 

  Upon hearing staff’s position, the district 

withdrew their funding application, but they later 

resubmitted asking for reconsideration.  Staff maintained 

the position and subsequently the district filed the appeal.  

  Now it is staff’s position that the advice that 

was given to the district back in 2008 was incorrect.  That 

being said, we do not believe that we have the authority to 

honor that recommendation as we believe that it goes against 

the requirements in the regulations and past practice.  

  We do believe that the eligibility determination 

that the Board approved in December 2008 was based on 

inaccurate information and we would recommend that the 
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eligibility be reduced to zero. 

  Now the district is claiming that the replacement 

area of like kind is an eligible use of modernization funds 

and that school districts are eligible to receive 

reimbursement funding for modernization projects.  We agree.  

  We clearly agree with the district.  We don’t have 

any concerns or disputes over those points.  Our concern is 

specifically the documentation that’s required to establish 

eligibility. 

  The district is also claiming that the regulations 

are not clear on this topic and that many items should be 

amended.  We do believe that one section of the forms 

regardless of the outcome of this appeal should be amended. 

  This section doesn’t support either the district’s 

position or staff’s position and should be amended.   

  Aside from that section, we believe that the 

regulations are clear and that’s where we would administrate 

a program accordingly for over 12 years.  Therefore in order 

to keep consistency in the administration of the program, we 

recommend that the Board take no action and allow staff’s 

administration action to reject the funding application to 

stand.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman, maybe you had a 

question? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  No.   
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No.  Okay.  There are folks 

from the district, please -- or anybody else who wants to 

make a comment on this?   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Mr. Chair. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes.  Mr. Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Before you make a 

presentation, I want to be able to respond to this too.  We 

talked in my office as well.  

  I was going to get Counsel’s opinion on what’s 

liable/what’s not and kind of specifically what code and 

that way hear both sides of that.  

  MR. DAVIS:  I believe staff has correctly 

identified the code section of the regulations and also 

this -- even the 50-03 which is the form required to 

establish eligibility for a modernization project, but their 

interpretation is correct that it is -- the term that’s 

used, it’s like a snapshot in time and when you’re coming in 

for that -- for your application for funding that at that 

time the buildings on the site are the appropriate age to 

establish eligibility for modernization. 

  So in this case, staff’s hands were tied when the 

application came in and they have a site map that does not 

reflect what the site looks like when they’re coming in for 

funding or they’re looking at it, the eligibility was lost. 

There was no eligibility.  The eligibility was 
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established -- there was (indiscernible) on the site in 2000 

and then likely 2002 might have been the date that the 

buildings were replaced.   

  And that -- the application didn’t come in until 

about five years later.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. JONES:  Okay.  My name is Ann Jones, Chief 

Business Officer for San Jose Unified School District.  

Chairman Reyes, members of the Board, I’m grateful for the 

opportunity to address you this afternoon regarding our 

appeal for modernization funds for Horace Mann. 

  I believe the issue before you today is very 

straightforward and it is nothing more than whether or not 

the district qualifies for modernization eligibility and 

funding at our school.  

  I hope you will agree with me that the answer is 

yes.   

  The project and application meet the requirements 

of the law.  The buildings were eligible.  Replacement in 

kind is permitted.  Reimbursement is permitted and allowed.  

  Regulations do not require eligibility to be 

established before work is started.   

  In September of 2008, the district contacted OPSC 

which was already shared both verbally and in writing.  We 
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established eligibility for this site.  After OPSC staff 

reviewed the case with management, their response to us was 

yes. 

  Now four years later, OPSC staff rationale for 

denying our funding application rests on the concept that 

the district was required to submit the eligibility 

application before beginning the project.   

  However, that requirement does not exist in 

regulation or in law, nor to my knowledge has it ever been 

enforced in the entire 12-year history of the program.   

  Why did the district not file for eligibility 

application before it began the project, I can only guess at 

the answer.  I suspect that the district was unaware that 

completely replacing a school was a program that would 

qualify for modernization under the state program. 

  San Jose Unified was sued in 1979 and in ’85 found 

guilty of racial isolation in the Horace Mann neighborhood. 

San Jose signed a consent decree in ’94 and among other 

things promised that community that they would replace the 

dilapidated portables with new permanent buildings. 

  In ’99, San Jose issued COPs and began planning 

the replacement.   

  In ’01, San Jose began construction and in the 

fall of ’02, the new buildings were occupied.   

  Please keep in mind that if the district had spent 
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money to modernize the 31-year-old portables that were at 

that site and done everything else exactly as we have done 

to date, we would have already received approval and funding 

for that project from OPSC and the Board. 

  Under that scenario, today Horace Mann would 

consist of 41-year-old portables with newish paint, air 

conditioning, and roofs.  Instead the district made a 

commitment to the Horace Mann community, built a 

$30 million, award-winning, permanent steel and block 

construction building that will last for decades. 

  The district is requesting no more than the 

state’s portion of modernization funds, $2.8 million.  To 

deny funding for no legitimate legal or public policy reason 

based on an unprecedented reading of the words and the 

directions on a form is a disservice to the San Jose 

community and students. 

  Thank you again for the opportunity to address you 

on this address.  Steve Adamo, our Director of Facilities, 

and Bruce Hancock from Hancock, Gonos & Park are here to 

answer any other questions that might come up from the 

Board.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I do have a question.  We met 

earlier today and you gave me some historical on the lawsuit 

and I think that if I understand this correctly was in ’79, 

then ’85, and then the court decree came in ’94. 
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  MS. JONES:  Yes.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And my understanding you start 

spending some money in ’97 and then went and put a COPs in 

’99. 

  MS. JONES:  Yes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  But then the Modernization 

Program didn’t kick in until ’98. 

  MS. JONES:  Right. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So there was no program for 

you qualify in ’97 or ’94. 

  MS. JONES:  No.  It was when we began the project 

in ’99 and in fact when we look back at our records, we had 

actually worked with OPSC to get eligibility for new 

construction.   

  So I believe that at the time staff didn’t realize 

in ’99 that they were eligible for modernization and that’s 

the only reason we wouldn’t have filed at that time. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yeah, this is sort of a 

sticky wicket so to speak.  I think the first time districts 

were able to use modernization money for replacement was, 

when, ’98 or ’99.  So when they were originally doing the 

planning, I can see how they couldn’t have contemplated it 

because you -- at that point in time, you couldn’t use 

modernization.   
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It didn’t exist. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  It didn’t exist; right. 

So you’re sort of caught in that time period. 

  And then the other issue is that because you 

applied retroactively, ordinarily if you were just 

modernizing, you would have been eligible because you could 

have gone and visited the site; correct? 

  MS. JONES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  But because you decided 

to tear down portables or get rid of them, which I think was 

the right decision --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  There was also a court decree 

to get rid -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  That’s exactly 

right, but I think --  

  MS. JONES:  Oh, may I correct that? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  But I think was that -- 

but irrespective was the right decision; okay?   

  All you had were blueprints and so now the issue 

is well, you couldn’t visit, but you did visit the school to 

verify that that school existed when they originally thought 

they could apply -- were hoping to apply for new 

construction funding for the school. 

  So it’s not where the school wasn’t visited at 

all. 
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  MR. MIRELES:  That’s correct.  There was a site 

visit -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  MR. MIRELES:  -- done for new construction -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  MR. MIRELES:  -- purposes.  So there was a site 

visit. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So -- and did you 

verify the age of the buildings at the time of this site 

visit for new construction? 

  MR. MIRELES:  That is correct.  We did for 

purposes, again, for new construction.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Because it seems to me 

that we shouldn’t be wasting state’s time or district’s time 

with multiple visits.  I mean if you visit and you can 

verify that the buildings were of a certain age. 

  So, you know, I’m inclined to support the appeal, 

but I have this that I’d like to bring up to Board members. 

  I am bothered that we have applications that come 

in ten years or longer after a school is completed and I 

would like to see us take a look at developing regulations 

that have a time limit because how do you ever know what 

your liability is if -- and I’m not saying you did this, but 

you get a consultant that comes in and says, geez, you 

should have done this and gotten this money 20 years ago. 
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  Well, you know, that’s not helping us today get 

money out to improve schools.  So I’d be inclined to suggest 

that approve the appeal, but also ask the Implementation 

Committee to come up with some guidelines that we limit the 

period -- I don’t know what it should be -- that you can -- 

in which you can file for retroactive funding, particularly 

with projects that were never submitted to begin with. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Is that a motion? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Sure, that’s a motion. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  I second it.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So let me -- can I bifurcate 

that just so -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- we can take the appropriate 

action.  And so the Board is in agreement that we ask the 

Implementation Committee to look at the timelines; okay.  

  So that’s not a vote.  It’s just direction, 

Bill --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Direction. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- to go for it.  Okay.  Thank 

you.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  But the other part was to 

approve the -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  To approve.  That was -- so I 
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just want to make sure we’re on record for the right. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  Yeah, I just 

don’t want to have this be a precedent that we -- you know, 

you can submit an application for the first time ten years 

after a project’s done.  I just don’t think that’s a good 

practice. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman and then Senator 

Lowenthal. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Thank you.  I’m just -- 

it’s an interesting story and I understand that the people 

up here are not the ones that were making decisions back in 

1998-’99.  That’s one thing I learned being on this Board 

for a year is you want to get a quick turnover, then become 

a superintendent of schools.  No one’s been there more than 

two years it seems like, anywhere. 

  But in this particular case -- okay.  So we’re in 

’98-’99, the new Modernization Program just came online.  I 

can understand why no one understands it, but you apply for 

new construction at that time.  OPSC came out at that time 

and then denied new construction or there wasn’t new 

construction or -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  There’s no eligibility. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  It was eligible --  

  MR. MIRELES:  The district did establish 

eligibility for new construction in 2000. 
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  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.   

  MR. MIRELES:  They also established eligibility 

for modernization by 2000 for 45 of 57 school sites. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  So they didn’t know 

obviously because they applied for other sites, the 

modernization, that same year, but they didn’t put this is. 

  So I’m trying to figure out what the logic here -- 

why didn’t it happen back then?  What was the problem on 

either side of why wasn’t this funded from one source to the 

other.  If the school district’s applying for multiple sites 

under both different bond funds and it was approved on 

multiple different bond funds, why wasn’t this one brought 

in.  What was the thought process back then?  I just -- I 

guess I’m missing that part. 

  MR. ADAMO:  Of course I can only speculate, but 

all the other sites I do know that we did not do any 

modernization like this where we replaced in kind.  So I 

would only speculate that we applied for all the other sites 

because we didn’t do this type of project.  We did actual 

modernization.  We did paint, roofs, infrastructure --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  So -- 

  MR. ADAMO:  And we left this out thinking it 

didn’t apply because it wasn’t new construction.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.  And if I remember 

correctly, the Court order was talking about something 
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different.  We use terminologies very generically and Courts 

see it differently than what we do.  A new construction, we 

would think building new.  Modernization here means you 

could tear down and rebuild new and it’s still 

modernization. 

  MR. ADAMO:  Right. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.  So all these other 

schools got modernization.  This school did qualify for new 

construction, but why wasn’t it funded at some point? 

  MR. MIRELES:  The determination for new 

construction, we take a district-wide inventory, all the 

school sites, all the classrooms to determine if they have 

enough seats to house the projected enrollment.  That’s new 

construction.  

  Modernization, it’s a site specific -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Take the old stuff and -- 

  MR. MIRELES:  -- determination.  So for purposes 

of new construction eligibility, we captured the inventory 

of all school sites within a high school attendance area 

which is what the district used at that time and they did 

establish eligibility, but they didn’t submit a separate 

application for modernization on this particular site. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  But they did apply for 

new construction under that site and they were eligible? 

  MR. MIRELES:  Yeah.  Again it’s district wide, all 

71

ATTACHMENT C

289



  59 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

the -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.  So it’s not 

particular to this building project. 

  MR. MIRELES:  No.  No.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  It just says we’re 

eligible because you need more rooms in this whole district. 

  MR. MIRELES:  Right.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  See, by the time I get 

out of here three years from now, I’ll actually understand 

this, but --  

 (Laughter) 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.  So you have the 

new -- you have the district who’s eligible for new 

construction because it needs classrooms.  New construction 

ways this particular school qualification, needs to be torn 

down and refixed, rehabbed, whatever.   

  So the district goes that way and then -- okay.  

So now we got up to you built it.  You didn’t think you were 

eligible to build with these funds.  You built of your own. 

You had to because you got the Court put the gun to your 

head. 

  What happened those five years in between?  At 

what point do you decide, hey, wait a minute, I’ll go get 

some money from the state? 

  MR. ADAMO:  It was when we began to go through the 
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SFP program again for other projects that we had done and 

the consultant at the time said to us, oh, I see here that 

you didn’t apply for modernization for this Horace Mann 

project and it looks like it was something you could have 

applied for.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.  And then I guess 

the last question to our esteemed Counsel here, I understand 

your interpretation says we don’t have authority to do this. 

Is there an interpretation of the code that says we can’t do 

this I guess and sometimes you have permission to do it.  

Sometimes you have permission not to do it, so -- 

  MR. DAVIS:  My review as I look at it is do I have 

authority to be able to give state bond money towards this 

project and my concern here is that it is established by the 

buildings that are existing at the site and the buildings 

weren’t existing at the site at the time of application.  

  And that’s where I’m heading to.  I don’t see that 

that’s kind of authority to be able to provide the funds.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Ms. Brownley. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Yes.  I’m going to 

support the motion to support the district appeal.  I think 

that the thing that bothers me the most was the district was 

told that they could do this at a time and now they’re 

saying the decision -- that decision’s been reversed and I 

think that current practice today allows for reimbursement 
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of these projects. 

  So for me, I think that that’s the most compelling 

piece and I will be supporting the motion to support the 

district’s appeal. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Oropeza. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Just to follow up Assembly Member 

Hagman’s questions and I didn’t hear why the district didn’t 

apply for new construction for this site at the time that 

they generated their eligibility.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  They did apply. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Not for this site apparently.  So I 

just wanted to understand that piece.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I thought they were denied.   

  MS. JONES:  I believe new construction is not site 

specific.  It’s district-wide.  It’s -- 

  MS. OROPEZA:  But you had the eligibility, but you 

didn’t use it -- 

  MS. JONES:  Attendance areas.  

  MS. OROPEZA:  -- for that, so I just wanted to 

know why.  

  MS. JONES:  It was used other places in the 

district.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Almanza. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I thought when you were 

in my office I was told you had no eligibility for new 
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construction. 

  MR. HANCOCK:  I’m sorry, Ms. Buchanan.  I think I 

was the one that told you that and I apologize for confusing 

it.   

  The point I was trying to make at the time not 

about whether or not there was eligibility but that there 

had been documentation and site visit at the site because 

there was concern that there wasn’t a way to record what was 

at the site after the fact. 

  And I misspoke on the issue of not having the 

eligibility and I apologize for that. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So I just a follow-up 

question.   

  MS. JONES:  Could I --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Why on earth -- if 

you’re under a Court order, why on earth wouldn’t you use 

your eligibility at that school? 

  MR. ADAMO:  I actually can’t answer that, but I 

believe Ann is right that we probably used it at other 

areas -- other schools in the same high school attendance 

area because new construction is for growth and additional 

classrooms were needed.  So I’m not sure.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  But you were under a 

Court order to replace this school. 

  MS. JONES:  Can we clarify on that Court order.  
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The consent decree or Court order was -- really addressed 

the instructional program and changes that needed to be made 

available to eliminate the racial isolation. 

  The conditions of the facility at Horace Mann and 

at several other schools were all a part of the discussion 

and part of the community meetings that led to the consent 

decree.   

  The consent decree did not speak specifically to 

mandating any change in facilities simply because then the 

Federal Court would have been required -- my understanding 

is the Federal Government would have been required to fund 

that.  

  But it was in that process of coming to agreement 

that the district made a commitment to do whatever it could 

to replace with permanent buildings not portables.  And so 

that’s why we did not consider trying to modernize any of 

the portables that were at the site.   

  We went for the new construction and I believe 

based on looking at the documents that the staff didn’t know 

that new construction -- that they could also file for 

modernization and I suspect that because it was a new 

program that OPSC staff may not have -- you know, maybe all 

of that hadn’t all come -- I’ll let Bruce.  He was around.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Almanza, you had a 

question? 
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  MR. ALMANZA:  Yes.  You know, that is -- my 

concern is that there’s a Court order to remedy 

discrimination within the school district at this school.  

Why wouldn’t it have been the highest priority to find 

funding to fix this at the time?   

  MS. JONES:  I think it was the highest priority.  

I mean the fact that we went out and -- the district went 

out and issued $30 million in COPS was a huge risk and -- 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Was there any fine or penalty from 

the Court for the discrimination against this community?   

  MR. HANCOCK:  I’m sorry.  May I interrupt.  

Just -- I believe I have an answer.  I’m sorry I’m not 

thinking very clearly here.   

  You cannot use new construction to replace 

existing classrooms.  You must create new capacity.  The new 

construction funds could not have been used on this school 

to replace these buildings.  You -- that would have been 

just -- just replacing classrooms that already existed and 

under the new construction rules, you would not have created 

capacity.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Lowenthal.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yeah, I want to follow up on 

that.  And my understanding -- and maybe -- and I apologize 

for missing some part and this gets very complicated -- that 

you originally had requested and applied for the eligibility 
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for new construction, but then you were told -- but it was 

just replacement of portables, remember -- that you were 

told by OPSC at some point there when you applied for new 

construction for this that this would not receive new 

construction -- that replacement of portables do not receive 

new construction and there’d be no state funding; is that 

not true?  And that no one told you at that time when they 

would not be no state funding and no new -- this is not 

eligible for new construction, that no one then said but you 

are eligible for modernization; is that not true?   

  That never was written.  There’s no documentation 

of that.  

  MR. MIRELES:  No, Senator, and we don’t have any 

record to state that the district was intending to use new 

construction funding on this particular school site.  Again 

what they did --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  You don’t have any -- just -- 

I just thought he said that they originally had applied for 

new construction for this school site.  They thought that 

that’s the only thing that they had -- that they could do.  

They were told that they couldn’t do new construction, but 

no one told them but they could do modernization.  

  MR. MIRELES:  In 2000, the district established 

eligibility for new construction.  Part of that 

determination requires us to look at all the classrooms -- 
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  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right. 

  MR. MIRELES:  -- in the school district.  In this 

particular case, it was done on a high school attendance 

area basis.  We looked at this school site as well as all 

the other school sites on the high school attendance area --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  And did you tell them they’re 

not eligible for new construction for this --  

  MR. MIRELES:  New construction -- again for this 

school, we didn’t know.  When a district establishes 

eligibility, we’re just looking at the inventory --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.  

  MR. MIRELES:  -- looking at the projected 

enrollment.  At that point, we typically don’t know what 

they’re planning to use with the eligibility.  It’s just a 

matter of determining whether they have it or not.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Did you ever communicate with 

them that this site was not eligible for new construction?  

  MR. MIRELES:  No, I don’t know that that question 

was posed to staff.  I don’t know that, Senator.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I -- can I ask the district, 

did you ever receive any notification from OPSC that new 

construction -- you were not eligible for new construction 

for this site? 

  MS. JONES:  Not that I know of and what I want to 

clarify is it’s my understanding -- and these guys are the 
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experts not me on this -- that new construction funding 

cannot be used to replace classrooms. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.  We agree on that.  But 

did you ever receive anything from them that this was not 

eligible for new construction?   

  MS. JONES:  I don’t think they would have told us 

that because that was already a known fact that you can’t 

use new construction money for replacement of classrooms. 

  The point that we were hoping to make here today 

is that there was a concern that we weren’t eligible because 

OPSC had not been able to physically inventory what was at 

the site.  And what we wanted to say today is they 

physically inventoried what was at the site as a part of our 

application for new construction to cover growth that was 

happening in the attendance areas. 

  So they did have the opportunity to inventory the 

site and they did come out and they’ve -- so that was where 

this came.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  I have Ms. Buchanan, 

then Mr. Hagman.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I was just going to 

clarify, the issue is if they had modernized existing 

buildings --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- they would get the 
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money --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  They would have gotten it.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  Because they 

could go visit the buildings and say yes, they’re there. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Put air conditioning in, the 

whole thing.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Because it’s a 

blueprint and they replaced them, they can’t. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And -- but they did 

visit -- I mean we can verify that they were there and the 

age of them because they did visit during the new 

construction eligibility process.  

  So it’s another one of these that’s -- you know, 

the problem for me is the retroactivity of the whole thing. 

So, you know, I don’t want to penalize the district per se, 

but I do want to make sure that going forward that we don’t 

make this a practice where a consultant comes in, says oh, 

you should have gotten money, and we’re doing -- and we’re 

writing checks ten years after the fact. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  This has been kind of 

cool because I get to figure out how all this stuff really 

works.  My future job is superintendent -- last a year. 

  Okay.  So the OPSC established eligibility.  So in 
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the site visit, you basically visit all the schools within 

that area, not particularly for this particular 

qualification of this school site or new construction or old 

construction.  It’s just the district qualifies.  So that 

part I got new construction. 

  But the thing that’s in a little bit of conflict 

is you’re telling me during the same time period the 

district received funds under modernization multiple 

projects.  

  So you have the same people who understand the 

rules enough to apply for modernization and apparently -- 

and understand that they’re repairing buildings versus 

building new buildings, who understand new construction.  So 

it’s not a small district.  You have experts back to that 

time that understand the systems as they come online.  

  So you have the new construction eligibility.  You 

already got that established.  They came out and did the 

site visits.  So that you’re qualified for.   

  You decide to use that eligibility at different 

sites. 

  Then you have the modernization which I can 

understand they don’t get it, but at this time, the actual 

district got multiple grants for multiple school sites to 

build modernization. 

  So it’s kind of lost on me that they didn’t 
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understand it anymore.  They actually probably got it, but 

they didn’t apply for it until several years later because 

they actually utilized both programs through the same time 

period.  Am I misstating that at all? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So my understanding is that 

they came in for modernization because a consultant told 

them you should have gotten modernization.  

  The way I understand the timelines is when this 

project was coming through, modernization did not exist.  So 

I look at it akin to the -- and I mentioned this -- to the 

money for clunkers.   

  If two years ago I submitted my SUV and the 

clunkers came after that, should I be able to go get my 

money for clunkers because I bought a Prius with that in 

replacement and that’s sort of what I -- the way I 

understand it. 

  MR. MIRELES:  Mr. Chair, if I could clarify that. 

The Modernization Program did exist when the district 

replaced the school site at that point.  The program was 

established in 1998 and in 1999, the regulations were 

amended to include replacement area of like kind. 

  So at that point, it was available when they 

demolished the school site. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  But I thought they started 

spending money on this in ’94.  No.  That’s the decree.  ’97 
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was the first money that was spent on this and then the COPs 

went in ’99.   

  MS. JONES:  In ’97, we spent a half a million 

dollars looking for a site acquisition and preplanning.  The 

site -- we had hoped to actually find a larger footprint, 

but we were unable to do that and in ’99, the decision was 

made to stay in that same footprint and to demolish and 

replace.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Senator Lowenthal.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yeah.  I just want to explain 

my vote.  I came prepared to support the appeal, but I met 

with the appellants in my office and they told me at that 

time that they had received formal statement from and they 

had in their records that this site was not eligible for new 

construction, that there’d be no funding for this site.  It 

was not eligible and that there was no record of OPSC then 

saying but you are.  They had denied this and that there was 

a record of that. 

  And now I heard just the opposite, that there is 

no record of that, that that was not there.  And so it’s -- 

I’m just totally confused at this moment about what really 

transpired.   

  MS. JONES:  The record that I shared with you 

earlier today is in the district files that staff had 

documented new construction not eligible for modernization. 
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  So it was a belief.  That’s why we say here today 

we can only believe that the staff did not think that new -- 

because they were replacing and not modernizing that they 

didn’t qualify for the modernization program -- or just said 

not eligible for state funding. 

  And in fact Horace Mann was not eligible for new 

construction because it wasn’t --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I understand that.  I 

understand that.   

  MS. JONES:  Those are records not a record from 

OPSC.   

  MR. MIRELES:  If I could just complicate things a 

little bit further.  No -- the district had 16 -- 17 

existing classrooms.  They build back 33.   

  Now the district qualified to replace the 17 under 

modernization.  They could also request new construction 

funding for the additional 16.  I just want to make that 

distinction.  To replace existing buildings, modernization. 

The new classrooms, it’s new construction.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  But they didn’t do it.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  But they didn’t do it.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Right.  Okay.  So we have this 

appeal before us.  Ms. Buchanan has moved.  I believe 

Senator Hancock second the item.  Go ahead call the roll, 

please. 
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  MS. JONES:  Lowenthal. 

  Hancock. 

  MS. HANCOCK:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Brownley. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hagman. 

  Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  No. 

  MS. JONES:  Oropeza. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Okay.  And Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No. 

  MS. JONES:  Motion does not carry.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Wait.  I just want to know how 

many votes does it have?   

  MS. JONES:  It has four. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  It needs how many? 

  MS. JONES:  Six.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  So if I vote, would that 

change the -- 

  MS. JONES:  To aye?   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  But it wouldn’t change the -- 

  MS. JONES:  That’s correct.   
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  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  -- outcome.  It still would 

fail. 

  MS. JONES:  It would only be five.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I’ll stay off then.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Thank you.   

  MS. JONES:  Thank you.   

  MR. ADAMO:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Tab 9, withdrawn. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Can I clarify that we 

still are directing staff to take a look at how we handle 

retroactive -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes.  Yes.  That was sent to 

the Implementation Committee and timelines and see what 

would work.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  That was an 

excellent suggestion.  Okay.  And we did 10 and 11. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  12. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So we’re on 12 now.  Thank 

you.  12 -- can we do 13 first.  I think 13 frames the issue 

better, if it’s okay with the Board.  Thank you.   

  MR. MIRELES:  Tab 13 is an item to adjust the 

per-pupil grant amounts for the School Facility Program.  

The statute requires that the Board annually adjust the 

per-pupil grant amounts to reflect the construction costs 
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for Class B construction on a statewide basis. 

  We have presented to the Board in the past 

Marshall & Swift Eight California Cities, Ten Western 

States, and Lee Saylor.   

  We are recommending that the Board adopt 

Marshall & Swift Eight California Cities because we believe 

that it most closely reflects the construction cost in 

California.   

  Therefore if the Board adopts this recommendation, 

it would be a 3.76 percent increase to the per-pupil grant 

amounts for 2012.   

  With that, we’re requesting that the Board adopt 

the Marshall & Swift Eight California Cities. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Any questions?   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  I move to support the 

staff recommendation. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan.  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Second. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I second and I also 

would like -- when I read what -- the Ed Code sections that 

we’re quoting, it’s clear to me that whatever adjustments we 

make now or in the future need to be based on construction 

costs in California. 

  So I would also like to recommend that we make as 

our standard the Eight California Cities.  
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  The permanent; right.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I do not think we 

should even be considering the Western States. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So at this point, we have the 

policy of doing this annually and so the staff action is for 

it to be for the next 12 months.   

  Counsel, can we adjust that decision even -- well, 

is there any comments from the public on this?   

  Okay.  Ms. Oropeza. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  So historically, at some point in 

time, there was a single standard and I don’t recall at the 

time which one it was, but we had it placed in statute and 

subsequently that was removed to do this annual adjustment. 

  But I think it’s easier as you point out just to 

have that -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  I think it 

should be annual adjustment -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Was it the Western 

States that was the single one? 

  MS. OROPEZA:  You know, I can’t recall at the time 

which one it was, but I just it’s easier just to have -- 

know what it’s going to be. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  And it should 

reflect the cost of construction in California.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  In California, yeah. 
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  MS. OROPEZA:  California, yeah.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I think -- I guess I want to 

do it.  In my --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  No.  I’m not making it 

part of the motion.  I just suggested that we --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  But I think you -- and I want 

to discuss this a little because I’d rather go -- if we can 

frame this so we can do it on a permanent basis -- and we 

can always come back and adjust.  

  So rather than taking this up every year, 

everybody knows what we’re doing in the future and it’s -- 

you know, it is what it is and then if we -- somebody has 

better information and can make a case that we ought to 

change it, we can change it. 

  But I think at this time, are we precluded from 

doing it permanently, Counsel, or do we need to just do 

it --  

  MR. DAVIS:  Well, what I’m looking at, it does -- 

17074.10(b) does say the Board shall annually make the 

adjustment.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  All right.   

  MR. DAVIS:  However, as a suggestion, this could 

be an item that unless otherwise could be put in the Consent 

for January of 2013 -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

90

ATTACHMENT C

308



  78 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

  MR. DAVIS:  -- the Consent for January ’14. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And my suggestion is 

not that we don’t vote on it because I think it’s important 

that we vote on it.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  My suggestion is, is 

that we not compare the Western States, that it be based on 

what the cost of construction is in California.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Mr. Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Yeah.  I’m in agreement 

with everything Ms. Buchanan said, but I would like, as a 

member of the Board, to be able to see it compare to really 

kind of pick out, you know -- you know, for me -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Where --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  -- my family’s in the 

construction business.  Our cost is going down.  I can’t 

believe we’re going up -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Bids are going down. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  -- going up.  So all the 

bids is -- so, you know, I’d like to actually get the report 

and figure out why we’re wrong, but it could be just kind of 

like automatic, just for information only type of thing, but 

also just the fact that we just overlook it -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  -- and then all of a 
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sudden, we lose that authority and some survey does it.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Fair enough.  Fair enough.  So 

it’s been moved and I believe I heard a second.  Is there --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yeah, I second.  Yeah. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  It’s been moved and 

second.  Public comment?  No additional questions.  Call the 

roll. 

  MS. JONES:  Lowenthal. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hancock. 

  MS. HANCOCK:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Brownley. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Oropeza. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Aye.  

  MS. JONES:  Motion carries.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  And then if we can go 
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back to Item 12.   

  MR. WATANABE:  [Index Adjustment on the Assessment 

for Development]  Michael Watanabe, OPSC.  We’re on Tab 12, 

stamped page 139.   

  This item is -- the law requires the maximum 

assessment for the development be adjusted every two years. 

This item is to request the Board make that adjustment that 

it feels appropriate. 

  There are three levels that may be levied for 

developer fees.  The fees are levied on a per-square-foot 

basis.  The lowest level which we’re requesting the Board 

set tonight is the Level I fee.  

  This says if a district conducts a justification 

study that establishes a connection between development 

coming into the district and the assessment of fees to pay 

the costs of the facilities needed to house the future 

students.   

  On page 140, you’ll see the various indices that 

we’ve used as to what Board action in the past and the 

previous item.  Recommending the Board adopt the Eight 

California Cities Index which would raise the 2012 level to 

$3.20 for residential and 51 cents for 

commercial/industrial. 

  This is 8.21 percent over the 2010 level.  

  I just want to put out that in 2010 the staff 
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presented two rates, one with an increase and one with a 

decrease.  There was a motion to approve to be consistent 

with Eight California Cities the decrease of 1 cent down to 

2.96, but that was not approved. 

  A substitute motion was made to keep the rate at 

the 2008 level. 

  So with that, again staff’s recommendation is to 

accept the Marshall & Swift Eight California Cities 

effective immediately.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I move the 

recommendation. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So moved.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Second.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s moved and second.   

  MS. JONES:  Lowenthal. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hancock. 

  MS. HANCOCK:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Brownley. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Almanza. 
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  MR. ALMANZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Oropeza. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Aye.  

  MS. JONES:  Motion carries.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Okay.  That takes 

us to Item 14. 

  MR. WATANABE:  [Options for the Execution of the 

2012 Grant Amounts]  We’re on Tab 14, page 146.   

  Now that the Board has adopted the per-pupil grant 

for 2012, this item is to present options for the execution 

of those grant adjustments.   

  This item is requesting the Board take no action 

and provide no adjustment to the SFP grants for any project 

on the unfunded list prior to 2012.  

  At the January 2010, the Board adopted the Eight 

California Cities Index which resulted in a decrease to the 

per unhoused pupil grant of 6.74 percent. 

  The Board elected at that time to only apply the 

adjusted grant amount to projects awarded an unfunded 

approval on or after March 2010. 

  The 2010 decrease in the CCI was the first 

decrease in the history of the SFP.  Because of this, the 

Board expressed desire to maintain flexibility to 
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specifically adjust those projects should the grant amounts 

increase once again in 2011.  

  At the January 2011 Board meeting, the Board 

adopted again the Eight California Cities Index which 

resulted in an increase to the per unhoused pupil grant of 

4.28 percent with corresponding increases to the 2011 

project allocations. 

  The Board also elected to apply the 2011 CCI 

adjustment to projects on the unfunded list beginning March 

2010 and that were to include all projects awarded using 

2010 grant amounts. 

  This action did not include an increase for 

unfunded approvals prior to March 2010.   

  The Board approval dates for the projects on the 

unfunded list range from 2009 through December 2011 and will 

also include today’s new unfunded approval as well. 

  Until 2010, the current year CCI was always 

applied to projects approved or apportioned in that calendar 

year.  Since unfunded approvals are not yet apportionments, 

they are not subject to statutory full and final provisions 

and can be adjusted for the CCI at the discretion of the 

Board. 

  On page 148, we have a table that kind of 

summarizes the projects on the unfunded approvals list.   

  For projects that were approved prior to February 
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2010, there are 13 projects on the unfunded list with the 

current value of 33.5 million.  If the Board were to apply 

the 2012 increase of 3.76 percent, these projects would need 

300,000 additional bond authority. 

  For projects approved in 2010 that are currently 

using the 2011 grant amounts, there’s 114 projects at a 

value of 211 million.  If the Board were to apply increase 

to those projects, we’d need an additional 8 million in bond 

authority. 

  For projects residing on the unfunded list with 

approvals in 2011, there are 323 projects currently on the 

list at a value of 953 million that would need 35.8 million 

in bond authority. 

  There are additional considerations for the Board 

in deciding how to apply the current CCI adjustment, 

including the remaining bond authority.  Any augmentation of 

the existing unfunded approvals would reduce the remaining 

bonding authority the Board has available to provide future 

awards. 

  After the December 2011 Board meeting, there’s 

approximately 197.1 million in new construction bond 

authority and 362.3 million in modernization bond authority. 

  Providing increases to all projects on the 

unfunded list would reduce the remaining new construction 

and modernization authority by 11.2 million and 20.1 million 
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respectively. 

  On the top of page 149, we kind of illustrate how 

new construction bond authority may be affected should the 

index be applied to all the projects on the unfunded list.  

  Another consideration for the Board is the bond 

sale proceeds have not been sufficient to cover all projects 

on the unfunded list.  Because of this, districts may wait 

for apportionment for an extended period of time.   

  Districts with sufficient local funds may proceed 

with a project and receive a reimbursement when an 

apportionment is granted.  Other districts are unable to 

proceed until actual apportionment is received, especially 

financial hardship districts. 

  In either case, the grant amounts awarded for 

projects approved in previous years may not align with the 

construction costs at the time a contract is awarded. 

  Finally unfunded approvals list includes projects 

for Charter School Facilities Program and Critically 

Overcrowded School Program projects, such as advanced fund 

releases for design, site, and environmental hardship.  

These items are not truly unfunded approvals and they’ll 

receive a current year CCI when they are converted. 

  Staff has presented four options for the Board.  

Option 1 would be to take no action and provide no 

adjustments to SFP grants for any project added to the 
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unfunded list prior to January 2012. 

  Option 2 would be apply increases for all projects 

that received an unfunded approval in 2011.  That would 

require the use of 35 million in bond authority though.  

  Option 3 would provide an increase for all 

projects with 2010 and 2011 unfunded approvals.  That would 

require additional use of authority of up to 43.8 million. 

  And then the last option is to provide increases 

for all projects on the unfunded list which would require up 

to 44 million in remaining bond authority.   

  One last thing I’d like to point out is that for 

those projects, the 13 in 2009 and 114 in 2010, none of 

those projects have participated in any of the three 

priority in funding rounds we’ve had to date. 

  So with that again, staff’s recommendation is to 

approve Option 1. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Generally speaking, you 

know, when the school goes out and I guess bids for their 

contracts and stuff and then we have the money to give to 

them, that’s a pretty fluid process. 

  When we put them on a list and they’re having to 

bond and bring school -- you know, matching funds and stuff 

in some cases, they’re going off what the initial costs were 

at that time.   
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  If we put them off for a couple years, then 

obviously those costs may go up or may go down.   

  But to make this adjustment each time we have a 

CCI seems kind of cumbersome.  So I was thinking is there a 

way to go like -- you know, what’s the standard.  If I go 

out and bid for a job, what’s the -- what’s about the most 

normal time?  Is it three months, six months, nine months 

that that bid’s generally good for?  Of course the costs of 

materials go up and down by the time you put the shovels in 

the ground. 

  But I’m thinking that it should be -- you know, 

from when you applied or at least within 180 days of when 

you apply, what that current rate is just so it’s 

administratively -- and we have to adjust up or down based 

on the index because we’re not giving the money immediately. 

  You know, that’s my initial thoughts on it.  So 

there’s a way to do this more smoothly versus, you know, 

each time we do this, the change -- well, not the 2009s but 

the 2010s are okay, but the 2011s, you’re out of luck.  You 

know, it should be like what is the current rate within, you 

know, 180 days when you applied for it or something like 

that.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I support Option 1 and 

I just want to speak briefly as to why I do. 
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  My understanding is Option 1 has been historically 

the past practice of the Board and when I substituted at my 

very first meeting, we had, you know, the question of what 

was going to happen with the -- if it was 2010 -- early in 

2010, what was going to happen.  You know, how should we be 

adjusting that and we made an exception then and did it 

retroactively but only because we hadn’t had a December 

meeting. 

  And we felt at the time that if we had had a 

December meeting and would have approved those projects, 

they would have been funded at the higher rate because we 

were dealing with the rate dropping. 

  But now we’re dealing with the situation where the 

grants are going up.  The economy has flattened out a little 

bit and we had our November/December.  We went through our 

normal funding cycles, and while we are increasing the grant 

amounts, if you talk to anyone out there in schools or 

construction, they probably would support what Assembly 

Member Hagman was saying in that the grant -- you know, the 

raw materials may be going up, but the bids are still down. 

  So I don’t think we should complicate the 

practice.  I think we should go back to past practice.  If 

we want to change it in a future bond, fine, but -- so I’d 

like to move that we approve Option 1. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank.  Any comments?  Senator 
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Lowenthal.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yeah.  I want to follow up on 

what the Assembly Member Buchanan talked about whereas the 

costs of certain materials may be going up, but the actual 

bids are coming in lower.  Do we have some data on that, you 

know?   

  I know in transportation projects that’s exactly 

what is happening, that cost of steel is going up and our 

bids are still coming in lower.  I just wondered if that -- 

do we have any data to support --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And I only know that 

anecdotally from my classroom cabinet meetings I have.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I know.  That’s why I’m 

asking -- and I -- and you make a strong argument based upon 

that.  I just want to know from the OPSC what are we -- what 

are those bids coming?  Are they coming in with significant 

savings or any savings or are they going up.  Are there 

competition and bids are coming in?  Is it still a market 

that you can shop around and get a real good bid at this 

moment. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I saw Mr. Mireles trying to 

get my attention.  Was that for a prior comment or -- 

  MR. MIRELES:  Yes.  I’m good. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Okay.  Good.  Please. 

  MR. DIXON:  Thank you, Chairman Reyes, Board 
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members.  I’m Joe Dixon, Assistant Superintendent Facilities 

for Santa Ana Unified and bid prices have been coming up.   

  We were quite surprised a couple years ago how 

contractors could actually stay in business because they 

were quite low.  So bids have come up.  Prices are coming up 

and we would like to see the unfunded list going forward get 

this increase because if we have a $15 million project and 

we have some more on the unfunded list and the cost -- the 

data is correct, what do we pull out?  What do we pull out 

of that $15 million out of our DSA-approved plans. 

  So we would like to see unfunded projects get that 

increase going forward.  Thank you.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Excuse me.  Where are 

your bids now compared to where they were three years ago or 

four years ago?  My understanding with districts, even if 

they are coming -- I mean we were getting bids that were 

down as much as 30 percent or so. 

  So are you saying that -- and we certainly haven’t 

lowered the grant amount.  So are you saying they’re still 

that far down or how far down -- how far are they in terms 

of being competitive right now? 

  MR. DIXON:  They’re coming back.  We actually -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Coming back where? 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  What is that -- coming meaning 

what? 
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  MR. DIXON:  The costs are coming back up.  The 

prices are coming back up and we’ve had many, many similar 

projects.  And let me give you an example. 

  In January 2010 for a ORG project, a 16-classroom 

project, it came in at 50 percent of the architect’s 

estimate.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  MR. DIXON:  The following year -- it started 

creeping up then and alls I can say -- and materials haven’t 

been rising and prevailing wage hasn’t gone up that much, 

but I really believe the contractors were just keeping their 

A teams busy.  I think now they’re making money again.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I agree, but if you 

were at 50 percent before, are you over now or are you maybe 

80 percent or 75 percent? 

  MR. DIXON:  We’re coming pretty close to the 

estimate now.  It’s -- that was unusual at 50 percent -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  MR. DIXON:  -- below the architect’s estimate, but 

it has come up and we have -- and than you to the Board, we 

had 24 projects apportioned in December and we’re out to bid 

on all of them right now and we’re seeing that again.   

  So we’re -- you know, we’re doing our value 

engineering.  We’re doing those kind of things, but the 

price has gone up and we have a $15 million ORG project 
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which would be about $750,000 if the data is correct and I 

believe it might be low.   

  But what do you -- you know, what do we do -- what 

do we pull out of our DSA-approved plans at that value.  

That’s kind of a dilemma. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Lowenthal and then 

Mr. Almanza.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Well, I’ve asked my question. 

I’m still not clear.  I’ve heard this -- the price is going 

up, but I think Assembly Member Buchanan asked a very clear 

question.  

  If a year or two years ago you were -- you had 

bids that were coming in at 50 percent of the architect’s 

estimated cost of the overall project and now they’re coming 

up, does that mean that now they’re at 75 percent, 

60 percent?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Or is the architect better 

estimating now --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  You were saying that numbers 

are now such -- or has the architect -- have they come down 

in their estimates.  

  I’m still -- I understand we’re moving in that 

direction, just as unemployment is moving in the right 

direction -- the reduction, but at a very slow rate.  I just 

need to understand just the scope of the issue -- of the 
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problem itself. 

  And I hear that we need to change because the 

estimates and the bids are coming up, but I don’t have a 

feel yet what that really means.   

  MR. DUFFY:  Mr. Chairman, if I could try to maybe 

answer to a degree the Senator’s question and comments. 

  One of the things, Senator, that we’ve watched 

over the last two or three years is the cost of labor and 

the cost of materials. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Okay.   

  MR. DUFFY:  And we have seen -- and this is under 

prevailing wage.  We have seen slight increases with the 

cost of labor and continued increases with the cost of 

materials.  

  That delta -- the differential in the bids that 

Mr. Dixon is talking about has to do with the markup the 

contractors are applying when they bid projects. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right. 

  MR. DUFFY:  And so what has happened in this 

market is that the markups have not been applied.  So the 

standard 15 percent markup that was when I was building 

schools about 12 years ago and before was being applied, 

that hasn’t happened during the last decade.  

  When we had that huge acceleration after 2004, 

markups were way beyond that.  So what we see is the 
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practice of contractors, in order to keep the doors open, 

not taking a markup, basically saying we’re willing at some 

times to take losses and we’ve had contractors tell us that. 

  So it’s deceptive -- this -- what’s happening in 

the market is deceptive when it comes to comparing it to the 

CCI.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  I have Mr. Almanza and 

then Mr. Hagman. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Well, that was basically my question 

is that years ago bids were coming in at 50 percent of 

architects’ estimates and today they’re coming in at about 

100 percent of the estimates, but I would expect the 

architects’ estimates are 50 percent lower. 

  MR. DIXON:  They have adjusted certainly.  That 

was an unusual case and that was one case -- 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Okay.   

  MR. DIXON:  -- out of 37 projects.  But it was 

just an indicator of what was happening. 

  And when they came in lower and I believe we 

lowered the CCI amount, we also returned money to the state 

program.  So we shared savings.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  And I think that’s good 

to hear because a lot of times we hear when the school 

districts come in under bid is either they basically keep 
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their part of the money and use the state portion or they’ll 

come back to us and say well, I could apply for a solar site 

now or now I want to put a pool in or something like that.  

So we don’t see the benefits when the prices are down. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  They (indiscernible) 

give us money from new construction. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Yeah.  Yeah.  And but at 

the same time, I think there is a procedure -- and correct 

me if I’m wrong -- if we -- if they go out and they get a 

set of approved plans -- OPSC, this is it.  They go out and 

bid it and for some reason the price comes a little bit 

higher, I thought we were mentioning there was some other 

way to close that out as well, if they prove that came in -- 

wasn’t there some part of that?   

  MR. MIRELES:  You know, there’s -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Maybe that goes in the 

new system planning sometime in the future here.  

  MR. MIRELES:  There’s a few exceptions to the full 

and final to adjust upward.  One is for site costs -- 

cleanup costs, relocation costs, but that’s -- those are the 

only two exemptions. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  We have more coming 

from the public.  We have folks standing up.  

  MR. DUFFY:  And, Mr. Chairman and members, I 
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didn’t introduce myself before.  Tom Duffy for CASH. 

  And just a couple of points that I think were 

important and what we’d -- with all due respect, 

Ms. Buchanan, what we would ask for is Option 4. 

  The -- what hasn’t been discussed today is that in 

AB127, the bond bill of 2006, there was a provision to allow 

for a review of construction costs and to have the Board 

make an adjustment beginning in 2008.   

  But not to belabor the full history, one 

adjustment was made in 2008.  No adjustment has been made 

since that time.   

  When you made the reduction as Mr. Watanabe 

mentioned that first time ever, that 6.74 reduction, you had 

before you at the very same meeting a study that was done by 

OPSC staff.  There was an error in that.  We suggested a 

correction.  If that error were done and you looked at the 

data, you would have seen about a 12 percent increase over 

the period looking backwards which was what that study was 

to do. 

  What we suggested at the time was, since you 

could, by under the law, make an increase of 6 percent, 

since the CCI went down by 6.7 percent, we said take the 

6 percent away and just make an adjustment downward of .74 

at that time, so that we can stay as constant as we can with 

what we believe was really happening the marketplace based 

109

ATTACHMENT C

327



  97 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

upon the data that was collected by OPSC. 

  That wasn’t done.  We have continued to fall 

behind and I think that the reality of what’s going on in 

the marketplace, as in Senator Lowenthal’s question and my 

response to it, is not fully grasped by the data that’s 

here. 

  And so I realize that the intent of the 

recommendation from OPSC is to preserve capital because 

we’re running out of capital.  What we’d ask for is to 

maintain the integrity of the program which really has been 

lost I think since that freeze of 2008. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  If I could briefly 

respond. 

  MR. DUFFY:  Yes. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  My understanding is the 

program has never made retroactive increases except when we 

made the exception for going back to 2010 because we hadn’t 

had a meeting. 

  So this recommendation is consistent with how the 

grant amounts have been handled from year to year.   

  If I were representing CASH, I’d be arguing the 

same way you’re arguing.  But I have a hard time diverting 

from past history when this is how -- these have been the 

rules ongoing.  The only reason we made exception was that 

one year is because we didn’t have a meeting and we didn’t 
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want penalize those districts. 

  Further, it would be more compelling to me if 

estimates you made a couple years ago initially doing this 

were, you know, that we had skyrocketing inflation, but -- 

and by the way, we didn’t do that evidently when we had 

inflation skyrocketing.  We didn’t go back and make the 

retroactive increases. 

  And now when we have a period where bids are still 

competitive -- you know, and I -- everybody I talk to, 

whether they’re in, you know, the commercial, the schools, 

or just -- you know, they’re adding onto their house are 

getting very competitive, good bids.   

  So I don’t see a compelling reason to go back and 

deviate from past practice when while -- like I said, 

underlying costs, some of them, if you’re buying wood or 

cement or whatever are starting to go up.  

  When it comes to the bid environment and the 

actual costs the districts have to pay, they are still 

getting very competitive rates, rates that were better than 

they were getting before the recession began. 

  So that’s -- you know, you and I just have a 

fundamental disagreement there, but I think we ought to 

stick with the past practice.  The rules have been in place 

that we’ve all been playing by for some time. 

  Now, you and I have had talks.  There’s some point 
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in time maybe we should look at the grant amounts in more 

depth, but in terms of the adjustment, I think it makes 

sense to be consistent. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Ms. Oropeza and then 

Lyle. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Also I want to point out that the 

adjustment that was just pointed out, there was a different 

interpretation in the bond whether really it was supposed to 

be beyond the two years and, if I was sitting in his chair, 

I’d say the agreement was for just 2006 and 2008 and it was 

not contemplated to be every two years, but -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Lyle. 

  MR. SMOOT:  Good afternoon.  Lyle Smoot, Los 

Angeles Unified School District.  And Assembly Member 

Buchanan, I’m not sure that’s an accurate reflection of the 

Board’s prior actions and I’ll admit I don’t know for sure 

that -- but I don’t think that this Board has historically 

denied the adjustment to projects that were sitting on an 

unfunded list except for one year when -- you know, in ’09 

or ’10, whatever it was, that there was some other reasons 

for not applying them to. 

  But I’d like to just point out that, you know, 

what you’re talking about here is really you’re going to 

deny this money to districts and cause the district to have 

to pay it or cut projects like Joe Dixon said because the 
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cost doesn’t go away because you do or don’t apply the 

adjustment to projects that are sitting in line and the 

argument that, you know, there are projects that are already 

bid, already constructed, and those projects don’t need the 

money -- the increase, I don’t know that that -- I mean 

there’s no data that supports that that I know of that says, 

you know, because you bid it last year you saved -- you 

would save money equal to this year. 

  For LA, at the height of the problem and I’ll call 

that the inflationary years, we were getting a 70-30 

program.  We were getting 30 percent of the money from the 

state.   

  Now it’s much better.  We’re not -- we’re still 

not experiencing 50-50.  And so what you’re talking about is 

to continue to deny the district like LA and others a real 

shot at a 50-50 match.   

  The concept that -- also the concept that you’re 

going to save on a project that was filed six months versus 

a project that is filed today even though they’re going to 

bid at exactly the same time, the one that filed later gets 

more money than the one that filed earlier, that doesn’t 

make a heck of a lot of sense to me. 

  You know, districts are still experiencing less 

than a 50-50 match in many, many, many cases, and to deny 

those districts simply because they’re on a list, you know, 
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even a year ago, just -- I mean there’s no factual basis for 

making that kind of a decision that says the cost isn’t 

going to be there. 

  I think the cost is there.  The fact that the CCI 

is going up is indicative that projects that are going to be 

bid after today or after January 1st, whatever, are going to 

have cost increases and that’s going to be reflected and 

somebody’s going to have to pay it or else the project’s 

going to have to be, you know, made lesser.  

  And I really think I’d like to see you make a 

decision to give that -- apply that to all projects because, 

like I said, it doesn’t make sense that you file tomorrow, 

you get it, you filed yesterday, you don’t get it, even 

though you’re going to both bid the same project, same 

period of time.   

  You know that just -- and I really would like the 

staff to respond to the history.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Well, no.  These are public 

comment, not a dialogue time, so -- 

  MR. SMOOT:  I’m sorry?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  This is public comment.  This 

is your ability -- your time to present your issue and not 

a -- you know, we’re not going to go and dialogue back and 

forth -- 

  MR. SMOOT:  I’m just asking a question do the 
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statistics back up that the Board has not provided this CCI 

in the past.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Oh, okay.  I thought you were 

going to ask Mr. --  

  MR. SMOOT:  That’s all.  I wasn’t asking them to 

respond to any of my statements other than that one and that 

was not my statement.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Well, that’s a question 

I would like answered.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah.  That’s definitely a 

good -- I mean that’s a valid question.  That’s a valid 

question.  Do we have anything on that, staff?  Probably not 

right now? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Probably not right now. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Richard. 

  MR. LYON:  Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, members. 

Richard Lyon, California Building Industry Association. 

  We would recommend the Board adopt Option 1 and 

apply the increased block grant amount on a going-forward 

basis to projects that come in as of January of this year 

and are put on the unfunded list. 

  If you apply backwards, you’re going to have to do 

it across the board, not just to ’11 but to ’10 and to ’09, 

and as the staff has indicated, that is going to reduce 

overall bonding capacity and more specifically it’s going to 
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reduce new construction authority that is at a precipitously 

low level today. 

  So we recommend the Board be consistent with its 

past practice and apply this on a going-forward basis.  

Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Thank you.  There was a 

motion and a second.  Is there any additional comments from 

folks on this?   

  But, Ms. Brownley -- and I think it’s accurate in 

requesting that we have this information, so we should have 

this available to us when we have this, so if you could get 

that to us before the next hearing so we have a sense, 

appreciate that.  

  MS. OROPEZA:  So we (indiscernible)? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No.  It’s been moved and 

second at this point and then it’s up to the Board. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Yeah.  So we’re going to vote. Okay. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah.  So any additional 

comments?  Questions?  Call the roll. 

  MS. JONES:  Lowenthal. 

  Hancock. 

  MS. HANCOCK:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Brownley. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Not voting. 

  MS. JONES:  Buchanan. 
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  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Oropeza. 

  Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Aye.  

  MS. JONES:  It does not pass. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So is there a substitute 

motion?  Do we -- can we not take action on this pending the 

answer to Ms. Brownley’s question? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes, we can hold it over.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Would that be acceptable?  

Okay.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  We’d like some data. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah.  So we’d like some data 

on that.  Okay.  So there’s no action on this item. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Tab 15. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Before we go to the 

reports, are there items that are still open, Ms. Jones? 

  MS. JONES:  Yes.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Please. 

  MS. JONES:  Yes.  Senator Lowenthal, you wanted to 

have your vote counted for Consent Agenda, Centinela Valley 
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Union High, which is Tab No. 7, and 11 which is the SFP 

regulatory amendments. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Lowenthal.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yes.  Aye.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  And I would like to add 

on too.  

  MS. JONES:  And I’m sorry.  And you too, Assembly 

Member Brownley.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Yes.  Thank you.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Aye.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  And then we also had 

Needles still open.  You want to call the -- finish the roll 

again, please.   

  MS. JONES:  Needles was not open. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It was.  We were requested 

that it be kept open. 

  MS. JONES:  Well, I show everybody having a vote 

because it did not pass.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  But Ms. Fuller asked that we 

do a reconsideration, so I said we’d keep it open. 

  MS. JONES:  Okay.  Very good. 

  Senator Lowenthal. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  This is Needles again. 

  MS. JONES:  Needles. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  How about Needles.  I voted 
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aye before on Needles, I believe.  I’m going to continue to 

vote aye on Needles. 

  MS. JONES:  Okay.  Hancock. 

  Brownley. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Not voting. 

  MS. JONES:  Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Aye again. 

  MS. JONES:  Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Moore.  I’m sorry.  Oropeza. 

  MS. OROPEZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No. 

  MS. JONES:  And it still does not pass. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Thank you.  

  MS. JONES:  You’re welcome.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Now the informational 

items.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  15.  Tab 15. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Assembly Member Buchanan on new 

construction. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  We’ve met twice.  In 
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between our first meeting and taking a look at considerable 

information in terms of where we are with respect to 

funding, what our burn rate is, when we expect to run out of 

money, what potentially will happen if we take the -- if the 

COS money converts, heard testimony in terms of where we are 

in construction industry, new housing starts and all of 

that. 

  In between our first meeting and our second 

meeting, we received the Governor’s budget which actually I 

think shows his clear intent to find a way to hopefully 

extend the New Construction Program and avoid Level III 

developer fees. 

  But we’re still in discussion phases trying to 

find consensus among all four of us.  I think we all are in 

agreement that we want to avoid the Level III fees.  Where 

we’re trying to find consensus is what we believe is the 

best way to do that that will both provide the best program 

we can and put us in the best position possible to pass the 

bond at the time we are able to put it on the ballot.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So we had another 

meeting scheduled for next -- February 6th, but we’re going 

to now reschedule that but hopefully be able to have 

something to bring back to you because I think it would 

be -- obviously the Governor will provide trailer bill 
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language, but I think it’d be nice to have this Committee in 

our capacity be able to have some kind of consensus on the 

direction we go.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you for the update.  

Ms. Brownley. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Yeah.  Well, thank you 

for your comments and the work on the Subcommittee.  I think 

I just -- I’m not sure exactly, you know, what the goal of 

the Subcommittee is, is what you’re going to be making a 

recommendation of some sort or -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Yep. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yep. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  And a recommendation 

to --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, we’re going to --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  -- the Legislature 

or --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  To this body, to the 

State Allocation Board.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Because I think that 

this is obviously, you know, the Governor’s budget proposal 

is a starting point and these issues are going to be 

discussed in budget subcommittees as well as I understand 

policy committees as well. 

  So I’m not sure if it’s -- this venue where -- I 
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mean obviously we don’t get to decide.  But I presume if 

there’s a recommendation, it’s a recommendation to the 

Legislature. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  That’s exactly what it 

would be -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It would require legislative 

action.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I mean there are some 

actions we can take I think administratively.  There are 

other actions that would require legislative action, but my 

own feeling is this Board should be -- you know, has most of 

the knowledge in terms of the program and where we are and 

we listen to constituents and I think it would be -- if we 

could come up with a consensus, bipartisan recommendation, I 

think that would be helpful and --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Well, it would be a 

recommendation from the Subcommittee to come to this Board 

for further discussion.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And then the Board would then 

take a full action and see where we.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BROWNLEY:  Okay.  Well, you know, 

I just want to make I think, you know, one comment here and 

that is that I think we can find a win-win solution in here 

and I think, you know, in terms of the developers, I mean 
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there are other avenues other than what the -- you know, the 

Governor is suggesting or, you know, trying to stretch this 

out for as long as we possibly can and it’s a concern for me 

to -- I’m not saying that I don’t want to look after the 

developers, but to look after the developers and to hurt 

schools and that doesn’t seem like it’s a win-win to me. 

  And so I guess, you know, I want to still, with 

the assumption that the Governor’s budget proposal is a 

starting point, it’s clear that there were two bills moving 

through the Legislature relative to bonds that aren’t 

vehicles anymore.   

  But I think it’s really important to continue to 

advocate for more bond funding in the state and I don’t want 

to take what the Governor’s initial suggestions are and sort 

of let that go because I think at the end of the day, you 

know, that’s a win-win solution and we can look at bond 

funding relative to bridge funding, a commitment in some 

sense for maybe not 2012 but for 2014. 

  I don’t know, but I just think that there’s a lot 

more that -- you know, I want to continue to try to kind of 

keep our eyes on the larger picture here and try to do the 

right thing.   

  So I’m not part of the Committee and -- but I -- 

you know, I just hope that the Committee will kind of keep 

their options open and not just sort of assume that it’s 
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over relative to the possibility of a bond.  I think that, 

you know, everybody hasn’t weighed in yet on that.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  I would just comment 

that -- just kind of putting the cart before the horse here, 

that it is a subcommittee process taking public input.  If 

we come up with consensus, it’ll be brought back to this 

Board where each and every one of us can comment at that 

time on that recommendation and decide whether or not we 

recommend anything to the Legislature or not, which the 

Legislature can ignore that and accept it as well in this 

public hearing.  

  So I think -- we have one more meeting and 

hopefully by the next Board meeting we will have some kind 

of conclusions about that -- after several hours we sat in 

that thing so far, we’ll come up with some kind of 

consensus.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And I would just add, 

Assembly Member Brownley, I voted for your bond and if you 

recall, spoke in favor of it because I do think it’s 

critically important that we keep it in front of the people 

and they understand the need and so I think, you know, I’m 

looking forward to the continued discussions in the 

Subcommittee and I’m looking forward to the full discussion 

we’re going to have here as a Board because my long-term 
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goal is that we keep this program going.  

  I think it’s the best program we’ve had for school 

construction, you know, and it’s allowed us to build many 

new classrooms, rehabilitate many old schools, and it would 

be great if we could have a bond this year.  If we can’t 

though, I think we have to be prepared to put ourselves in 

the best position we can to make sure that we’re in the best 

position to pass a bond at the time we are able to put it on 

the ballot.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Tom. 

  MR. DUFFY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members.  Not 

to prolong the meeting, but just wanted to comment, I 

appreciate the opportunity to have this Subcommittee so we 

can have the discussions, but I very much appreciated your 

comments, Ms. Brownley. 

  We had a CASH membership meeting today and there 

was a very strong feeling that we need to continue to press 

forward for a bond and that a bond for schools creates jobs 

which is an engine for this economy and that schools, as 

we’ve said over and over again in written form and verbal 

form, that school construction projects, as all of you know, 

have -- give the opportunity for jobs now and not something 

future such as high speed rail or something else. 

  And so I appreciate your leadership and we 

appreciate your leadership, Ms. Brownley, on this and I 
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don’t know what that vehicle will be, but our intent is to 

continue to press forward for this and to make sure that the 

Governor and others in this building know of our intent and 

our need.  And so we’ll look forward to further discussion 

with the Subcommittee when that occurs.  

  Thank you very much.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Okay.  Senator 

Hancock.  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  This may be an appropriate place 

to do it.  I believe this is the last item we actually have 

to do anything else on the agenda, the information, but it 

is connected with spending money on schools. 

  I’m wondering if we can have an agenda item at our 

next meeting regarding something I brought up a number of 

months ago which is moving funds from the Lease Purchase 

Program which has about $12 million in it to the joint use 

account. 

  The Lease Purchase Program no longer exists.  We 

have a number of ready-to-go projects in joint use and we 

might be able to put people to work -- do good things for 

schools and communities. 

  We have asked for Leg. Counsel opinion.  That 

should be available soon and we’d share it with staff. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Staff is currently working on 

something in that area and it’s pursuing legal clarification 
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on whether or not we have the parameters to access the 

funds.  So it’s an Attorney General office issue.  So 

hopefully we should have that rectified within the next -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And I think in the past that 

money has been swept into the general fund.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  It’s been swept into joint use for 

joint use purposes.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  So it would be up to the Board for 

full dialogue when that money becomes available where they 

want to allocate to what programs.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Okay.  So, yeah, we 

can -- if we can get the legal opinion.  So as soon as we 

have legal opinion, if we can put it in an agenda item.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  I definitely share with you -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Thank you.   

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Thank you.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Tab 16. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yeah, in the interest of time, 

just want to share with the Board the highlights of 

accomplishments that we’ve embarked on this year in 2011. 

  For the most part, there is a diagram on page 153. 

Most of our accomplishments, as you can see, relate to 

providing the consent agenda in action for providing 
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apportionments. 

  So conclusively we do provide over 132 projects 

this year -- or last year in 2011 the cash and/or unfunded 

approvals and put that into retrospect about some of the 

appeals that we handle.  It’s less than -- excuse me -- 

99.95 percent of the items that we handle -- this Board 

handles is via consent, and so a very small fraction, 

.05 percent, is handled in the manner of appeals. 

  So we wanted to highlight that and then in general 

there are 26 appeals that did come forward in this Board and 

13 of those appeals did get resolved administratively.  So 

those the things that behind the scenes the Board doesn’t 

have that knowledge, but we wanted to highlight that for 

you.  

  Charts A, B, and C for future purposes give you 

the drawdowns of unfunded approval via the state and cash 

that’s been awarded for 2011.  And we have a breakdown of 

that and I think we’ve also gave the courtesy of the 

breakdown for your legislative districts as well.  

  Tab 17, if we’re moving on, is the 90-day 

workload.  And so if there are any questions related to the 

workload and what’s on the appeals docket, we’d be more than 

happy to answer those questions.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Seeing none, 18 is our meeting 
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next --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any public 

comment on any of the items, the public can have your chance 

to speak up.   

  With that, we’re adjourned.  Thank you everybody. 

  (Whereupon, at 6:12 p.m. the proceedings were recessed.) 

---oOo--- 
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REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, February 22, 2012 

OPTIONS FOR THE EXECUTION OF THE 2012 GRANT AMOUNTS 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To provide information regarding the history of unfunded lists under the School Facility Program (SFP), 
allowing the State Allocation Board (Board) to consider options for the execution of the 2012 annual grant 
adjustments to SFP project approvals. 

DESCRIPTION 

At its January 2012 meeting, an item was presented that provided options for the execution of the 2012 
grant amounts and whether to apply the adjustment to projects on the unfunded approvals list.  The Board 
requested Staff return with further information outlining the previous decisions made regarding adjustments 
to unfunded approvals.  This item presents the history of Board decisions. 

AUTHORITY 

Education Code (EC) Section 17070.63 (a) states: “The total funding provided under this chapter shall 
constitute the State's full and final contribution to the project and for eligibility for state facilities funding 
represented by the number of unhoused pupils for which the school district is receiving the state grant. As a 
condition of receipt of funds, a school district shall certify that the grant amount, combined with local funds, 
shall be sufficient to complete the school construction project for which the grant is intended.” 

For New Construction grant, EC Section 17072.10(b) states, “The board shall annually adjust the per-
unhoused-pupil apportionment to reflect construction cost changes, as set forth in the statewide cost index 
for class B construction as determined by the Board.”   

For Modernization funding, EC Section 17074.10(b) states, “The board shall annually adjust the factors set 
forth in subdivision (a) according to the adjustment for inflation set forth in the statewide cost index for class 
B construction, as determined by the board.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.2 defines “Class B Construction Cost Index [(CCI)]” as a “construction factor 
index for structures made of reinforced concrete or steel frames, concrete floors, and roofs, and accepted 
and used by the Board.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.71 states, “The new construction per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as 
provided by Education Code Section 17072.10(a), will be adjusted annually based on the change in the 
Class B Construction Cost Index as approved by the Board each January.”   

SFP Regulation Section 1859.78 states, “The modernization per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as provided 
by Education Code Section 17074.10(a), will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B 
Construction Cost Index as approved by the Board each January.”  

(Continued on Page Two) 
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BACKGROUND 
 
At its January 2012 meeting, the Board approved the Marshall & Swift Eight California Cities CCI adjustment 
for 2012 grant amounts, which will be applied to all projects awarded unfunded approvals in 2012.  At the 
same meeting, Staff presented an action item (Attachment A) providing options for the execution of the 
annual grant adjustments to SFP unfunded approvals.  This item provided the Board options for how to 
apply the 2012 grant amounts to unfunded approvals currently on the unfunded list with 2009, 2010, and 
2011 approval dates.  In considering the item, the Board requested that Staff provide a detailed history of 
prior Board actions made in similar circumstances. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS 
 

The Board has maintained an unfunded list in the past during periods when bond authority and/or cash 
proceeds have been exhausted.  There have been five separate occasions when an unfunded list was 
required. 

 
Lack of Proposition 1A Modernization Cash (5-26-99 through 7-5-2000) 
 
The Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 1998 (Proposition 1A) was designed in 
such a way that while bond authority was available at all times, the cash to support the authority was made 
available separately: $3.35 billion was available at the inception of the SFP and $3.35 billion was made 
available on or after July 1, 2000.  At the May 26, 1999 meeting ample bond authority remained, but the cash 
for modernization had been exhausted.  In response, the Board established an unfunded list for 
modernization projects.  The second infusion of Proposition 1A cash allowed the Board to apportion all of 
these projects at the July 5, 2000 meeting.  A grant adjustment for the 2000 CCI increase was applied to 
these projects.   
 
Exhaustion of Proposition 1A Modernization Authority (9-27-00 through 11-6-02) 
Exhaustion of Proposition 1A New Construction Authority (1-3-01 through 11-6-02) 
 
In September 2000, the Board established an unfunded list for SFP modernization projects due to the 
exhaustion of bond authority.  A separate unfunded list for SFP new construction projects was established at 
the January 3, 2001 meeting, due to the exhaustion of Hardship bond authority.  Following the passage of the 
Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 2002 (Proposition 47) bond authority was 
established.  All modernization and new construction unfunded approvals were given an apportionment at the 
December 18, 2002 meeting.  A grant adjustment for the 2002 CCI increase was applied to these projects. 
 
Exhaustion of Proposition 55 Modernization Authority (4-26-06 through 12-6-06) 
 
In April 2006, the Board established an unfunded list for SFP modernization projects when the bond authority 
was exhausted.  Following the passage of the Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 
2006 (Proposition 1D) bond authority was established.  At its January 2007 meeting, the Board apportioned 
all modernization projects on the unfunded list and all projects were increased to the 2007 CCI grant amount. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continued on Page Three) 
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 
 

Lack of Ability to Access Assembly Bill (AB) 55 Loans (1-28-09 through present) 
 
Due to the State’s inability to provide interim financing from the Pooled Money Investment Account in the 
form of AB 55 loans to fund school construction projects as of December 18, 2008 in spite of the availability 
of bond authority, a new unfunded list for all projects was established at the January 28, 2009 meeting.  
These projects were calculated using the 2009 CCI amounts and some of these remain on the unfunded list 
today. 
 
Since the 2010 CCI was the first decrease in the history of the SFP, the Board elected at its January 2010 
meeting to only apply the adjusted grant amounts to a project awarded an unfunded approval on or after 
March 2010.  Additionally, the Board expressed a desire to adjust those projects in the future should the 
grant amounts increase in 2011.  When the CCI increased in 2011, the Board elected to apply the 2011 
grant amounts to all projects originally awarded 2010 amounts. 
 
The following chart summarizes the history of SFP unfunded lists, including a breakout of those projects 
currently on the unfunded list: 

 
Unfunded List 
Creation Date 

Date Range on 
Unfunded List 

Reason for 
Unfunded List 

Apportionment 
Date 

Adjustment Given 
Retroactively for CCI 

Changes? 
5/26/1999 5/26/1999 - 

5/24/2000 
Lack of Cash 

(Modernization) 
7/5/2000 Yes 

9/27/2000 9/27/2000 - 
11/6/2002 

Lack of Authority 
(Modernization) 

12/18/2002 Yes 

1/3/2001 1/3/2001 - 
11/6/2002 

Lack of Authority 
(New Construction) 

12/18/2002 Yes 

4/26/2006 4/26/2006 - 
12/6/2006 

Lack of Authority 
(Modernization) 

1/24/2007 Yes 

1/28/09 (2009 
Grant Projects) 

8/26/2009 - 
1/27/10 

Lack of Cash* TBD No  

1/28/09 (2010 
Grant Projects) 

4/28/10 -      
12/15/10 

Lack of Cash* TBD Yes 

1/28/09 (2011 
Grant Projects) 

1/26/11 -      
12/14/11 

Lack of Cash* 
 

TBD TBD 

 
* Caused by the inability of the Board to access AB 55 loans  

 

An unfunded list has been used at various times by the Board when insufficient bond authority or cash is 
available to award apportionments.  CCI adjustments have generally been applied when there is either ample 
bond authority available or a large influx of additional bonding authority has become available to augment 
projects on the unfunded list.  However, there has not been a precedent for instances such as the current 
unfunded approvals list, for which there is both a lack of cash and diminishing bond authority remaining with 
no anticipated influx of additional authority in the near future. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 
 

The table below shows the impact of applying the 2012 grant increase to unfunded approvals awarded prior 
to 2012: 
 

Unfunded Approval 
Date 

Current Grant 
Amount  

Number of 
Projects 

Current Value of 
Unfunded Approvals 

Estimated Impact if 2012 
Grant Amount is Applied 

January 2009 through 
February 2010 

2009 13 $33,500,906 $304,858 Increase 

March 2010 through 
December 2010 

2011 114 $211,104,476 $7,937,528 Increase  

January 2011 through 
December 2011 

2011 323 $947,301,470 $35,726,393 Increase 

 
Options 

Staff presents the following options for the Board to consider for execution of the 2012 SFP grant amounts: 
 

OPTION 1 – Take no action and provide no adjustments to the SFP grant amounts for any project added to the 
unfunded list prior to January 2012. 
 
Pro:   Requires no additional bond authority. 
Con:  Does not allow for an adjustment that aligns the state grants to the construction cost index. 
 

OPTION 2 – Provide an increase for all projects that received unfunded approvals in 2011.  
This would not include the 2010 unfunded approvals that were adjusted for the 2011 CCI. 
 
Pro:      

This allows 2011 unfunded approvals to receive an adjustment that aligns the state grants to the construction 
cost index.  

Cons:   
• Requires the use of up to $35,726,393 in additional scarce bond authority 
• Likely provides an increase to reimbursement projects that are already complete. 
• Likely provides increases for some projects that had the opportunity but did not request an apportionment. 

 
OPTION 3 – Provide an increase for all projects with 2010 and 2011 unfunded approvals.  
This option would provide an increase for all projects on the unfunded list that received either the 2010 or 2011 
grant amounts.  This would be a second increase for the projects originally awarded in 2010.  
 
Pro:      

This allows 2010 and 2011 unfunded approvals to receive an adjustment that aligns the state grants to the 
construction cost index.  

Cons:   
• Requires the use of up to $43,663,921 in additional scarce bond authority. 
• Likely provides an increase to reimbursement projects that are already complete. 
• Likely provides increases for some projects that had the opportunity but did not request an apportionment. 

 
 

 
(Continued on Page Five) 
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 
 

OPTION 4 – Provide increases for all projects on the unfunded approvals list. 
This option would provide an increase for all projects on the unfunded list, including those from 2009 and 2010.  
This would also provide a second increase for the projects originally awarded in 2010.  
 
Pro:    

This allows all unfunded approvals to receive an adjustment that aligns the state grants to the construction 
cost index.  

 
Cons:    
• Requires up to $43,968,779 in remaining bond authority. 
• Likely provides increases for some projects that had the opportunity but did not request an apportionment. 
• Likely provides an increase to reimbursement projects that are already complete. 
 
Given the current limited bond authority within the SFP, and in order to ensure that the remaining bond 
authority have the greatest impact by being applied to the most projects, it may be preferable to not provide 
any CCI adjustments for projects currently on the unfunded list with approval dates prior to 2012.  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

Apply the 2012 grant amounts only to projects added to the unfunded list on or after the January 2012 meeting, 
which would require no action from the Board at this time, as described in Option 1. 
 

BOARD ACTION 
 

In considering this Item, a motion was made, and failed, to approve Option #1, which would be to take no 
action and provide no adjustments to the SFP grant amounts for any project added to the Unfunded List 
prior to January 2012.  A second motion was made, and failed, to approve Option #5, which would adjust 
the apportionments with the 2012 CCI increase and provide authority (it would essentially set aside $44 
million and then the actual expense would depend on what actually came in). 
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APPEARANCES 
 

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD PRESENT: 
 
PEDRO REYES, Chief Deputy Director, Policy, designated  
  representative for Ana Matosantos, Director, Department of 
  Finance 
 
ESTEBAN ALMANZA, Chief Deputy Director, Department of General 
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 P R O C E E D I N G S  

 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I see the newest member of the 

group, Senator Wyland.  Welcome back, sir.  You’ve been with 

us before and how you’re back and your presence --  

  SENATOR WYLAND:  In sort of a sort.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  You give us our quorum I 

believe.  Ms. Jones, if you’d take the roll call, please. 

  MS. JONES:  Sure will.  Senator Lowenthal. 

  Senator Hancock. 

  Senator Wyland. 

  SENATOR WYLAND:  Here.  

  MS. JONES:  Assembly Member Lara. 

  Assembly Member Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Here.  

  MS. JONES:  Assembly Member Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Esteban Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Kathleen Moore. 

  MS. MOORE:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Pedro Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Present. 

  MS. JONES:  We have a quorum.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  And as you 
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announced, Assembly Member Lara will be joining us for the 

day.  Assembly Member Brownley could not join us, so we 

expect Mr. Lara to be showing up shortly.   

  We have a quorum.  Minutes. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes.  The Minutes are ready for 

your approval.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Is there a motion?   

  MR. ALMANZA:  So move. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Second.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s been moved and second.  

Any comments on the Minutes?  Hearing none, take the roll. 

All in favor say aye. 

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Opposed?  Abstentions?  Ayes 

have it.  Thank you.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  The Executive Officer’s Statement 

on Tab 3, we have a few items we want to share with you 

tonight -- four items in particular. 

  We wanted to give the Board an update on the 

priority certification round that we just wrapped up and as 

a result, we actually have 250 projects that submitted for 

the certification for 117 school districts, and that 

represents $768 million in request of unfunded approvals.  

And that’s just shy of over 50 percent of the projects on 

the unfunded list.  We still have about $1.4 billion in 
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request. 

  And so the certification rounds -- the 

certification actually is valid until July 10th and so if 

any cash comes into the program, we can actually provide 

apportionments. 

  And with that, we also wanted to give the Board an 

update that we had money from the last priority in funding 

round, 11 and a half million dollars, that we still needed 

to allocate, but we had money in different pots, so we 

couldn’t really reach a lot of different projects and we 

actually had money from the time limit on fund releases, 

those projects that suspended in December -- in October and 

they were taken action December.  We have $60 million in 

play.  So again the goal is to bring in March those projects 

for apportionment based on the certifications we have. 

  We actually held a solar hearing a few months ago 

and we wanted to give the Board an update that we’re still 

working with the entities involved, the California Energy 

Commission and the Division of State Architect and some of 

the outside vendors, to try to create a comprehensive 

webpage in which we can lead and direct folks to the various 

sources of program funding for those various solar 

initiatives. 

  So again we’re still working on those -- that 

particular project and we’ll provide some more outreach 
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events in the future.  So we’ll be reporting back with some 

more progress reports. 

  And as far as the Joint-Use Program, in 

regulations it actually does specify that the program has 

funding rounds -- excuse me -- application rounds and they 

come in in March and at this time, we’re not recommending 

accepting any projects since we don’t have any authority in 

the program or very limited authority.  We only have 

$600,000.  And we still have projects in abeyance that we 

still need to talk about.  

  So again we don’t recommend at this point in time 

to bring projects forward.   

  And our last item we wanted to share is the 

administration costs.  There is an item posted on status of 

funds last month that reflected a posting of the admin costs 

and actually was a posting for four years, what we call the 

contra-adjustment.   

  So originally the program charges was posted to 

the Modernization Program and it was reverted back to the 

Overcrowded Relief Program.   

  So with that, that results in $73.2 million being 

posted commensurately with -- between the two funds.  So you 

actually showed an increase in the Modernization Program and 

a decrease in the Overcrowded Relief Program.  

  And so beginning -- historically -- from 
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historical standpoint, back in 2002 to 2005 -- excuse me -- 

2005-’06, we actually did post the admin costs to new 

construction, but prospectively beginning in 2006-’07 budget 

year, those charges have been posted to the modernization 

account. 

  So staff was reviewing the program funds over the 

summer and was trying to determine which program was the 

least active and how much funds that we did have available, 

so we actually posted those adjustments accordingly. 

  So with that, I’ll open up to any questions.   

  MS. MOORE:  I just have a -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Sure.   

  MS. MOORE:  I just have a comment in the review of 

how we do post the administrative costs, if it’s ever 

considered to apportion those costs commensurate the amount 

of funds in each of the programs so across the program at 

the level that their proportionate share of the running of 

the program is.  Have we ever looked at that? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  We have never approached it in 

that fact.  If you do a pro-ration prospectively, I mean 

there would be different allocations and again it’s 

something that we haven’t approached, but I think there is 

flexibility in the language in the Budget Act that applies 

to the program.  It gives you the authorization to charge 

the account but not really specify to what program.  So 
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there is flexibility there, but the Board’s never approached 

that.   

  MS. MOORE:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Thank you.  Before we 

get any further into the agenda, it’s my understanding the 

Santee appeal has been pulled and what are the potential 

ramifications of that pull?  It has been pulled.  It’s been 

approved.  But I just want to go on record that does put the 

program or the appeal in jeopardy.  Please explain.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yeah.  Well, I guess there’s a 

little delicate issue there.  We do have a project that had 

a 90-day certification and they must submit that 

certification by March 14th and the concern is there is 

somewhat of a gamble because the regulation’s very 

prescriptive and should the certification expire, then the 

project basically goes on the bottom of the unfunded list. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  So that’s specified in 

regulations. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  The request came in 

today, so I just wanted people to be aware of that.  Okay.  

Thank you.   

  And then the other item that was pulled was the --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Transfer item. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- transfer item, action item, 
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options for transferring the Lease Purchase -- 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Tab 11.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- Tab 11.  Just want to go on 

record that that has also been pulled in case you’re here 

for those items.  Thank you.   

  Okay.  Any comment?  Yes.   

  MR. PHILLIPS:  Thank you.  I’m George Phillips.  I 

work for the Alameda Boys and Girls Club and this is Robbie 

Lyng who is the facilities manager for the Alameda Unified 

School District. 

  I know you pulled the item and I appreciate that, 

but as long as I was here, we wanted to take the opportunity 

to reinforce how important we think the commitment to 

Joint-Use Program funding is. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Let me interrupt you 

for a second.  

  MR. PHILLIPS:  Certainly. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Because the item has been 

pulled, there’s no item to speak to, but there is an open 

public comment, so we’re taking your testimony right now 

under the public comment.  

  MR. PHILLIPS:  Thank you.  I appreciate that. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Just to be clear.  Because the 

item doesn’t exist right now.   

  MR. PHILLIPS:  That’s fine.  As I said, we feel -- 
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And one more interruption, we 

welcome Assembly Member Lara to his first meeting with the 

State Allocation Board.  So go ahead, sir.   

  MR. PHILLIPS:  Joint-Use we feel is an incredibly 

important way for limited public dollars to be stretched.  I 

think Robbie will attest to the fact that our project in 

Alameda which is on the approved but unfunded list is a 

model for that and while I didn’t come here to get into 

detail about that project, I will tell you that the school 

district is already using the facility for a number of 

things. 

  And what makes it unique and I think it’s the 

future of what we’ll all be facing in this State is the fact 

that this project is 80 percent funded by private means as 

opposed to what I understand is usually 50-50 or even the 

other way around.  

  That’s how important the school district and the 

citizens of Alameda felt about providing this facility.  The 

facility’s built in an end of town that had no 

infrastructure previously and it’s looming to be a great, 

great success.   

  I know you’ll be dealing with the difficult 

problem of finding money.  That’s always a challenge in this 

economy and we would appreciate it as you look that you 

think about joint-use funding as a priority.   
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  Robbie, do you have anything? 

  MR. LYNG:  Yeah.  I just want to represent Alameda 

Unified School District, that it is a big asset for Alameda 

Unified School District to do a joint-use with the Boys and 

Girls Club and the board, the superintendent is behind it.  

We have sent some letters to some people and they -- we are 

a hundred percent behind it and for the community and the 

area where it is, it’s good for the community and the school 

district.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Well, be assured that 

you have a very strong advocate in Senator Hancock and she’s 

been pushing for this issue.  At this point, we’ve asked 

staff to continue to work with the Treasurer’s office and 

the Attorney General’s office to look for ways of doing this 

and any other remedies that can be found.  But she has been 

pursuing this issue on your behalf.  Thank you.   

  MR. PHILLIPS:  Thank you.  I appreciate your 

diligence and I certainly appreciate OPSC’s diligence in 

getting us through this project.  It’s been -- I’ve been 

here before --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MR. PHILLIPS:  -- and I’ll probably be here again 

and so will Robbie, but thank you for your diligence.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   

  MR. PHILLIPS:  I appreciate it. 
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  MR. LYNG:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  With that, Tab 4, the 

Consent. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Consent. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Is there a motion on Consent? 

  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  So moved. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Second.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Moved and second.  Any 

objections?  Any comments?  Public comments?  Hearing none, 

all in favor say aye. 

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Opposed?  Abstentions?  None. 

Thank you.   

  We now move to Appeals. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  You want us to go to financial --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Status of Fund Releases.  I’m 

sorry.  Tab 5. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Okay.  Yeah.  Tab 5.  Really 

quickly.  If I can draw your attention to Tab 5, page 72.  

  This is a summary of the funds we have disbursed 

during the calendar month of January.  And so we actually 

did have a big run on the money, the cash that was made 

available in December.  That’s $431 million that was 

released. 
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  $426 million relates to the priority in funding 

round.  So again we’ve been having a high draw on the 

disbursements and we actually posted about another hundred 

million in the last few weeks.  So it’s been very productive 

over the last few weeks. 

  And we also have highlighted also some of the 

other financial information.  There is a report that we 

generally share with you as far as the timelines. 

Tab [sic] 74, I think we’ve been watching and looking 

forward with targets that are set to expire. 

  There’s a summary of that on page 74.  So in 

February, even though it does denote that we had one project 

that’s set to expire for 21 million, they actually did come 

in about last week to access their funds.  So again moving 

forward, there won’t be money in that particular pot from 

rescissions. 

  And then the large spike you see in March 

represents the priority in funding.  That’s still 

outstanding.  So there’s 146 projects for $390 million.   

  And again we’ve had about $100 million drawdown 

since the last few weeks, but again encourage those folks 

that have outstanding priority in funding apportionments to 

come in by March -- to come in for their cash.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  And Tab 6 -- 
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Before we go there, any public 

comment on Tab 5?  Seeing none, please proceed.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Tab 6 is our summary of the 

projects that you actually did approve in the Consent 

Agenda. 

  In summary we actually posted in the new 

construction category.  That’s Tab 6, page 75, and it was a 

long sheet there.  In that peach color area, we actually did 

process one new construction project for 700,000.  We have 

18 modernization applications that we processed for 

$2.6 million and there was a small project -- or three 

projects that really technically haven’t posted just yet. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Are you on page 75? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  75 on Status of Funds.  

Page 6. [sic].  So it’s about $30,000 that really -- it’s 

small enough it didn’t post, but we’ll post it next month 

once we accumulate additional projects for high performance. 

So three projects for $30,000 posted in Proposition 1D. 

  In the middle category is Proposition 55.  

$10 billion was the original initiative.  So this month, we 

processed 14 applications for 11.3 million.  In total out of 

the three propositions, 1D, 55, and 47, we have 36 projects 

that were brought forward for $2.6 million.   

  And that’s financials.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   Any comments, 
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questions coming from public?  Seeing none, move on.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Tab 7. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Tab 7.  Tab 7 is the first 

appeal item with the Sequoia Elementary School and this is a 

unique one in that it is a K-8 and this is neither fish nor 

fowl.  It could go under one way and it costs us money or 

this way and it’s denied or it doesn’t meet the category and 

I would suggest that we support the appeal but ask staff to 

go and amend the regulations to address cases like this, the 

K-8 or the unique case that is before us.  

  The current regulations don’t seem to address what 

to do with cases like this, but I think it’s a legitimate 

issue, but I don’t want to use it as precedent setting.  I’d 

rather have the regulations be clear on this. 

  So with that, I just open it up for discussion.  

Ms. Moore, you have a question?   

  MS. MOORE:  I just wanted to indicate that we 

would like to be involved in the development of that 

regulation because it has an educational impact and I don’t 

know if we would want to ask the Implementation Committee -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah.  This -- I wanted to 

send this to the Implementation Committee --  

  MS. MOORE:  Okay.  And we have amended those, so 

that’s --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- specifically.  So -- yes.   
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  MS. MOORE:  So that’s fine and I’m prepared to 

move the alternative option of classifying the gym and 

multipurpose as independent entities and fund the project.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So the alternative motion is 

to class it for purposes of this or moving forward? 

  MS. MOORE:  For purposes of this -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  For this only; okay.   

  MS. MOORE:  -- this project only.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Perfect.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  So we’re supporting this 

appeal. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes.  Essentially supporting 

the appeal.  All right.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So -- but we’re funding 

it at how many grants?  I don’t know why I’m having a hard 

time finding this here.   

  MR. MIRELES:  It’ll be a total of 174 pupil grants 

for State share of $4.2 million.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Okay.  So I’m just 

curious we’re funding that then as a gym? 

  MS. MOORE:  We’re funding it as a hybrid.  It’s a 

multipurpose and a gym and --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Because if you fund it 

as a hybrid, their multi-use room -- 

  MS. MOORE:  Well, just tell me -- 
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  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- qualify -- 

  MS. MOORE:  Just tell me this.  The option to how 

the Board could approve it indicates to classify the 

gymnasium and multipurpose room as an independent entity and 

that’s what I did based upon what staff is asking -- is 

saying what can be done.  If it needs to be done 

differently, let me know.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I’m just trying to 

clarify because when I read the documentation, it was clear 

that they have a multi-use room, whether it’s elementary or 

middle school, that meets the minimum essential facilities 

requirement; right?  It was -- I believe if I recall is 

115 percent of the square footage for elementary, 

85 percent, so it was within that range.  

  So what we’re really doing is approving this as a 

separate gymnasium for the school; is that correct?   

  MR. MIRELES:  That’s --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I just want to clarify 

that. 

  MR. MIRELES:  That’s correct, Assembly Member. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Because my 

understanding is that the Department of Education said it 

was a multi-use room/gym, but they already have the 

multi-use.  So we’re not funding that.  We’re approving a 

gymnasium. 
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  Now, if -- you’re attaching a gymnasium to another 

building, but I want that to be clear because we don’t want 

to come back and expand it and fund this as a multi-use 

expansion and then have them come back for the gym later on. 

This is a gym that we’re funding.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Correct.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Correct. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And also we’re recognizing the 

uniqueness of this and we’re asking staff to go and look -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- so that we don’t find 

ourselves in the situation --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, it’s really not 

unique if you’re funding it as a gym; right?  It would be 

unique if we were funding the expansion of a multi-use room. 

Am I -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Juan. 

  MR. MIRELES:  They don’t have an existing gym. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  MR. MIRELES:  So under the criteria, they qualify, 

but because it’s not a separate facility -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  MR. MIRELES:  -- the regulations don’t address the 

expansion or -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  The fact that you can 
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attach a gym to an existing -- 

  MR. MIRELES:  Correct. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- facility.  Okay.  So 

that’s what we’re clarifying.  That’s all -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I’m satisfied with 

that.  I just wanted to be sure we were clarifying how we 

were doing it.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  So it’s been moved 

by Ms. Moore.  Is there a second? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Second.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s been moved and second.  

All in favor say aye. 

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Opposed?  Abstentions?  Ayes 

have it.  Thank you.  Item 8 has been pulled.  On to action 

items.  Tab 9.  And Ms. -- go ahead.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  The New Construction Subcommittee 

report. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  I was hoping -- 

I don’t know if we want to wait till Senator Hancock gets 

here so we can all discuss it or if you want me to go 

forward, so --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Go ahead and move forward 

because I’m going to lose Senator Wyland. 
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  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Okay.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So we can move forward.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Which one is this? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Tab 8.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Tab 9.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  9.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  9.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Tab 9, the New Construction 

Subcommittee report.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So the New Construction 

Subcommittee met on three different occasions, had rather 

lengthy meetings and discussions.  Ms. Moore attended the 

last one and in those meetings, we asked for, you know, 

different information to be brought forward.  

  And the questions that we took a look at was, 

one -- well, let me walk you through the charts first before 

I go through our recommendations. 

  If you go to page 127, the reality is, is that 

we’re at the end of this bond program and we are running out 

of new construction dollars.  And the way our developer 

pays -- when you are no longer able to allocate any more new 

construction funds, then that triggers Level III developer 

fees. 

  And given the reality that the Governor does not 

want a facilities bond on the ballot this year, we were 
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dealing with issues of, one, you know, what do we do in 

terms of developer fees.  Do we suspend Level III developer 

fees.  Two, the Governor had in his budget proposal to add 

the ORG money into new construction, so we dealt with that 

issue.  Three, do we just run out of new construction -- do 

we spend all of our new construction money now and then not 

allocation any over the next two years or do we stretch out 

the program.  And, four, what do we do in terms of keeping a 

list of those schools that want to apply for money beyond 

the current bonding capacity in the bond. 

  So if you go to page 127, you know, and you take a 

look at where we are with our remaining bonding authority 

and where we are given our current burn rate of money, if 

you look at the blue chart there, if we take the -- and 

actually I’m not sure this is originally based on the 

143 million or if that’s been adjusted downward. 

  But if you start out with 150 million in January 

we’re down -- we will have spent the remaining bonding 

authority that we have right now by April and the New 

Construction Program will be out of money. 

  We have more money left in the Modernization 

Program, but at that current burn rate, we’re expected to be 

out of modernization money by October of this year. 

  Now it’s been past practice for this Board when we 

have critically overcrowded schools money that is not -- 
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that comes back into the program, it’s been past practice to 

transfer that money into new construction. 

  So based on estimates that we have, if we have 

approximately 200 million in critically overcrowded schools 

money that comes back in at the end of April, then at the 

current burn rate, we will extend the current new 

construction funding out until sometime between August and 

September. 

  So you have that option and the reality that we’re 

dealing with and the other options are to take the money and 

stretch it out, limit our -- how much money we draw down 

over the next two years and keep the program in place 

through 2014 and those charts, as you see when you go onto 

page 128, show how you would do that with just the -- one, 

if we’re to add in the overcrowded relief grant and the 

capital -- excuse me -- critically overcrowded schools money 

and if we were to do it with the drawdown based on I 

believe -- do we have -- oh.   

  And if you go to the next page, that is based on 

the transferring only the critically overcrowded schools 

money.   

  So after, you know, lengthy discussion, we have a 

series of recommendations.  The first is that we suspend 

Level III fees until through December 31st, 2014, and the 

believe was that if we do that, that, one, it doesn’t 
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penalize the building developers construction industry at a 

time when new housing starts are about 20 percent of what 

they were four or five years ago and due to the fact that we 

can’t get a bond on the ballot this year, but also by having 

a date certain there, we felt that that would be -- give -- 

be reason to have the development community work with us to 

get a bond on the ballot in November 2014 and also work with 

us to pass that bond so that we avoid Level III fees 

altogether and we keep the program going.  

  The second recommendation we had dealt with 

program preservation and so in taking a look at the funds 

that are available, we have the current new construction 

dollars, the critically overcrowded school dollars, and the 

ORG, Overcrowded Relief Grant, money. 

  We are not recommending that we transfer the ORG 

money into new construction at this time.  After having 

conversations with a couple school districts, it was clear 

to us that some of them have projects where they haven’t 

submitted requests for funding yet and we don’t believe we 

should potentially penalize any district that’s out there 

committing funds based on a promise that the money will be 

there. 

  We are recommending that the Board act as it has 

in the past and transfer the critically overcrowded schools 

money that comes back into the program into new construction 
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and we’re recommending that we stretch out the approvals 

through 2014 but that we give the State Allocation Board, 

rather than having a specific amount each month that we 

would allocate, we give the State Allocation Board latitude 

to decide how best to do that because we’re going to have 

projects that come in that request different dollar amounts. 

  We could have a facilities hardship or another 

critical project that comes in and we don’t -- we want to 

give the Board flexibility to make those decisions. 

  And also the other issue we got into was 

stretching out the program was the question of how do we 

keep the program going long term.  And as all of you know, 

we’re in a very different economic reality right now and 

we’re in a very different political reality right now. 

  And I talked to two consultants, one from Northern 

California -- political consultants -- and one from Southern 

California to talk about what they believe puts us in the 

best position to pass a school bond in 2014 and both of them 

independently without given any opinion or anything said 

they believe that it’s important to keep the program going, 

that they believe that if we don’t have a program for two 

years where we’re actually allocating funds, it would be too 

easy for people to argue that you haven’t had a program and 

why start a new program now and there of course is belief on 

some people’s part that there should be a -- schools should 
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be funded locally. 

  You know, one of them said, you know, said, Joan, 

I think that the message needs to be that the State’s 

running out of facility dollars and we’re doing the best we 

can to allocate it out.  We’re stretching out our money, but 

we’re having to make difficult decisions and that kind of -- 

that message is what families are doing every day in their 

normal lives but that that actually puts us in a better 

position to pass the bond. 

  So that weighed heavily I know into my decision 

and I think some of the other decisions.   

  So I can summarize our recommendations.  I’d, you 

know, be happy to entertain questions or I’m sure Senator 

Lowenthal or Assembly Hagman could as well.   

  We’re recommending that we suspend Level III 

developer fees through December 31st, 2014; that we transfer 

any remaining critically overcrowded schools money that 

reverts back into the program into new construction; and 

that we stretch out our funding approvals through 2014. 

  Along with that though we do recommend that we 

create a list.  We don’t -- you know, we want to have a list 

of projects that come in and probably date stamp them so 

that we know the need and I think the best -- it’s in our 

recommendation that the best way to determine how to do that 

I think is through the Implementation Committee -- and that 
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we do not transfer the Overcrowded Relief Grant money into 

the new construction account. 

  And my understanding is we have some -- when we do 

get time hopefully to vote after -- I’m sure we’ll have 

considerable discussion, but I think we want to take the two 

votes separately I believe.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Yeah.  If it’s okay 

with you just so we can focus the conversation, we can take 

one -- each of the recommendations separately and that way 

folks can raise questions and comments could be taken from 

folks.  If that’s the will of the Board, then I appreciate 

that just for the ease of administering the conversation. 

  So the first one on the developer fees, recommend 

the Legislature to suspend Level III developer fees through 

December 31st, 2014.  Are there any comments?   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  I'll move it.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s been moved.  Mr. Wyland. 

Senator Wyland.  

  SENATOR WYLAND:  Just clarification.  I understand 

that would take legislation -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Correct.  So it’s 

recommendation to --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So it’s going to be -- 

I think it’ll be a recommendation to the Legislature.  So we 
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can’t vote to do it.  It does take two-thirds -- a 

two-thirds vote in the Legislature.   

  SENATOR WYLAND:  And we don’t know exactly how 

that will turn out, but I’d just like to say that I 

wholeheartedly concur with that and it’s -- the problem 

we’ve got and I think you see it recognized nationally now 

with our economy is the incredibly important role 

construction plays.   

  It’s one of those -- it’s not only the demand for 

housing which is still there, but it’s one of those types of 

economic activity that has incredible -- there’s a technical 

word -- incredible expansion of the jobs that are involved 

and, you know, we’ve got this problem particularly in 

California and some other states.   

  So my concern is that I actually see -- because I 

used to be in a tangential business -- I see property now 

that literally has no value because the cost -- even though 

there’s demand for housing -- because the cost of doing all 

the preliminary work and building the house creates a cost 

that’s too high to sell the house.   

  So anything we do -- you know, sometime in the 

past we used to say in terms of planning, yeah, you know, 

they’re building houses like crazy, we need to make sure 

that we have enough money and fees for infrastructure, I’m 

afraid that day is past.  
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  And so I appreciate the recommendation of the 

Subcommittee and I just want to say I think that’s crucial 

for trying to rebuild our economic future.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Senator Hancock. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Thank you.  I am assuming that 

the Subcommittee recommendation would not preclude a local 

community from imposing developer fees and the reason I say 

that is that obviously developer fees were originally 

instituted by local communities so that somebody other than 

the existing taxpayers would pick up the cost of the roads 

and constructing the schools and other things.   

  So in this case, the local communities would need 

to pick up that cost and some of them may not feel that they 

would have the ability to do that.  

  So how do you -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, I mean the -- 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  -- think about those trade-offs? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  For all those districts 

that aren’t growing, I mean they can still levy Level I fees 

which are those statutory fees.  They would still be able to 

assess Level II fees.  They would still be able to negotiate 

mitigation agreements with contractors, but they would not 

be able to levy the Level III fees until after 

December 31st, 2014. 

  And to piggyback on what Senator Wyland said, at 
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our first committee hearing, we had testimony from the BIA 

where they presented charts and showed us that, you know, 

prior to the recession hitting, I believe it was they had 

somewhere over 220,000 housing starts.  Two-thirds were 

single-family; one-third multi-family.  Last year they had 

43,000 with two-thirds multi-family; one-third 

single-family, exactly the opposite. 

  Before the recession you had houses that were 

selling for 700,000.  Today they’re selling for 300-, 

350,000.   

  Out in East County, Contra Costa, which I 

represent -- I know you’re familiar with the area -- they 

had a $4,500 fee to help pay for the Highway 4 bypass.  They 

just cut that fee in half.  They just cut the sewer fees in 

half because when you have on average $120,000 in fees on a 

house that’s selling for $700,000, it’s pretty easy to 

absorb that cost.  

  When the price of the home goes down to 350,000, 

it’s much more difficult.  So what we’re doing is delaying 

the implementation of Level III fees until the developers -- 

until we’re able to have a bond on the ballot because, you 

know, again I don’t think we should penalize builders 

because we’re not able to put a bond on the ballot this 

November.  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Okay.  Thank you.   
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Anybody else?  Senator. 

  SENATOR WYLAND:  Just one just very quick comment. 

I think in the past when things are going high, wide, and 

handsome, we thought in terms of builders and their economic 

interests and as Senator Hancock pointed out, the 

infrastructure needs and all those, I think what they were 

trying to say is it’s so dire that this is -- the penalty 

would be on all of us because we’re so interconnected at the 

hip throughout the entire economy.   

  And so I think that was a wise decision and 

hopefully we get to a point where we’re no longer in that 

position. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Are you seconding my 

motion then?   

  SENATOR WYLAND:  That is a second.  It’s a 

senatorial second. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.  Very good.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  So it’s moved and 

second.  Senator Hancock, do you still --  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Okay.  I do.  Yeah.  And other 

people may have too.  I wonder if the exchange in ratio had 

something to do with developer fees.  I mean the idea was 

really a concern on the part of many people in the State 

about greenfield development and encouraging again more 

local community costs and it is true I’m sure, but the fees 
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are smaller because the infrastructure costs are less, 

although there are infrastructure costs and infill 

development. 

  So are we inadvertently encouraging something that 

we had a fee to pick up the costs for and we are, it seems 

to me, putting the cost back on the existing taxpayers then. 

  So I don’t know.  I -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, this -- I mean 

this doesn’t affect other fees that local governments can 

charge  This deals with the --  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  But don’t they have to have two 

two-thirds vote for all of them?   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  This has nothing to do 

with any of the other fees.  This is only school fees.   

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  So -- no.  But local government 

is very restricted in what it can do. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  This only deals with 

the -- 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  So you take away the State 

money, but if you don’t -- if you require a two-thirds vote 

that’s impossible to get at the local level, you’re in 

effect saying that it’s not going to pencil out.  

  I mean I feel like -- I will vote for this today 

but maybe not for the legislation.  I’d really like to see 

the legislation as it develops.  
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  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Okay.  We are only 

dealing with the developer fees, the fees that developers 

pay the school district.  We are not dealing with any of the 

fees that the developers pay for any of the other 

mitigation.  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Yes.  But it’s --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I know you want to see 

the language, but -- 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  -- comes out of the same 

pockets.  That’s right.  That’s right.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well --  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  And think through the downstream 

effect.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  All right.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I have Mr. Lara and then I 

have Senator Lowenthal.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER LARA:  Thank you, Chairman.  I 

also just -- Assembly Member Brownley and I had enough 

conversations on this issue.  She definitely supports the 

suspension of the Level III fees, but still I’m trying to 

determine what the appropriate ending should be and so I’m 

going to abstain on this issue given that she’s on the 

Subcommittee that’s going to continue to review this issue. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER LARA:  Just wanted to put that for 
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the record.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Senator Lowenthal.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I just want -- there have been 

some changes.  I just notice also in letters that have come 

in to us -- are we going to have input before -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Oh, absolutely.  I just out of 

courtesy, I allowed the Board members to have the first 

questions and clarification and then we’ll ask for folks for 

public testimony.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Even on the Subcommittee I was 

torn by this.  I really just hear the part and that’s why I 

want to hear the input.  I really listened very carefully 

and do have concerns about imposing Level III fees at this 

moment.   

  I understand that, but I also want to hear more.  

I -- and I’m not totally committed like Senator Hancock.  No 

matter what I vote today, that’s a commitment to how I’m 

going to be voting on the floor in the Legislature.  But 

I -- I’m really -- I wanted to move this forward.  I have 

real concerns about imposing Level III fees, but I really 

need to hear from people also.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  So -- Mr. Hagman.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  And I guess since we’re 

all weighing in at this point, you know, I look at this 

program and before this program came into effect, there was 
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a lot of imbalance in local jurisdictions of what people pay 

and what didn’t pay, you know, what the needs were and that 

really kind of wasn’t in line at all. 

  This program has been very successful.  Not that I 

think there’s not room for improvement on it, but if you -- 

I truly believe if you don’t implement some of these steps 

that we recommend from the Subcommittee, then by the time we 

get to 2014, this program as it exists right now will not be 

functioning and you’re going to be starting over from 

scratch.   

  And all the work that all partners put into this 

to establish this way back when to get it going, keep it 

functioning, was important, needed, it’s worked out for the 

most part as planned where you had all the parties kind of 

put into this.  

  This is -- this recommendation basically extends 

to this temporary economic time, this program as it exists 

to 2014 when hopefully the time is right to put out a new 

bond to keep this program going.   

  But I think once you start taking away those 

threats, either by legislation -- let’s face it, the only 

thing we could do on this Board is basically -- out of the 

three recommendations is either slow down the money or not 

slow down the money.  The rest of it’s on the legislative 

act. 
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  But without those checks and balances in place, 

the whole program, then the parties that came together to 

develop it in the first place will have to go off and start 

fighting each other in the Legislature and the whole thing 

then unravel.   

  When you come to you run out of money, you 

wouldn’t have the support for the partnership and in the 

2014, you’d have nothing left.   

  So I would recommend to our colleagues here that 

this has been a lot of deliberation over this with all the 

parties involved.  No one’s happy with it because we just 

don’t have the money to go where we want to, but at the same 

time, it’s the most -- the smartest thing we could do at 

this point.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you, Mr. Hagman.  So why 

don’t we have public testimony come up, folks.   

  MR. LYON:  Good afternoon.  Richard Lyon on behalf 

of the California Building Industry Association.  Thank you 

all very much for the discussion.   

  I’d like to -- well, I’d like to say a lot of 

things, but in -- kind of tagging onto what Mr. Hagman said, 

I was at the table when we put the SB50 program together and 

it was a years-long effort to do it.  It created a historic 

partnership between the State, between local school 

districts, and home builders as it relates to new 
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construction that has over the last 12 to 13 years, in our 

opinion, produced the best infrastructure program the State 

has ever seen. 

  And it is a partnership.  Our deep concern is that 

if the funds are exhausted and if the trigger is pulled on 

Level III, which would mean even in modest jurisdictions 25, 

35, $45,000 per unit just on school fees alone that that 

would be the kill shot to housing at least new construction.  

  We are at historic lows.  It’s going to be very 

difficult to recover and the partnership would be at that 

point dissolved.   

  Prior to SB50, the school facility issue was 

strife with litigation and the reason we put the SB50 

program together and the partnership is because we wanted to 

avoid that contention and that litigation that had gone on 

for so many years prior to the program. 

  There has been virtually none save a couple here 

and there over the last 12 or 13 years.  It’s been a smooth 

running program and we encourage you to keep that 

partnership together. 

  The suspension of Level III, while it may be 

distasteful for some of you, is a necessary option in order 

to maintain that partnership.  If we’re gone -- if we’re out 

of the funding picture, then we’re back in the situation 

where we’re fighting the school districts.  They’re levying 
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fees at whatever amount they want to levy them and we’re 

back into the same kind of regime that we were before we put 

the program together. 

  We believe wholeheartedly in this program.  Our 

heart and soul is in this program.  I have worked on every 

bond measure since 1988 in this State.  There is every 

desire on the part of the home building industry to see this 

be a successful program.  

  The recommendations in front of you today are our 

best not only substantive but political take on what it 

takes to hold this program together and we urge you to adopt 

the three recommendations. 

  And, Senator Hancock, to your question about fees, 

we will continue to pay our full complement of school 

mitigation fees.  The issue is should we be forced to pick 

up the State’s share as well.   

  We have a 50-50 funding program where it’s a State 

obligation and local obligation and we have agreed not only 

to pay fees but to backstop the school district if they’re 

not able to raise 50 cents to match the State’s 50 cents. 

  And in today’s economic time, because there is no 

possibility of getting a bond -- at least that’s what we 

understand -- then through no fault of our own, we would be 

forced to have to come up with the State’s share as well as 

the local share. 
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  In today’s economy at the levels we’re building 

and in today’s economic environment -- I said it before -- 

that would be the kill shot for housing in California.  It’s 

going to be difficult enough to come back.  It would be 

virtually impossible if we had to absorb these types of fees 

along with the other fees that were -- that we are paying. 

  So I could go on.  I think you get the gist.  We 

encourage you to support the recommendation.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   

  MR. DUFFY:  Mr. Chairman, members, Tom Duffy for 

CASH.  And you’re going to take, Mr. Chairman, each of these 

items -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Separately; correct.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Separately.  We’re just 

talking about the suspension.   

  MR. DUFFY:  Right.  But they keep entangling 

themselves in my mind.  But let me speak first, if I may, to 

the issue of running out of fees because it’s relative to 

what you had said, Ms. Buchanan, and that is we talked to 

our pollster and our pollster said the way to get voters is 

to be out of money and that’s the way to encourage them, so 

it was a different response. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  But that’s item number 3.   

  MR. DUFFY:  It is, but I --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  That’s not -- you’ll get a 
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chance to come back.  

  MR. DUFFY:  No.  And I’m not trying to double-dip 

here.  What I was trying to do is just to answer the 

Assembly Member’s question. 

  We have never asked to pull the trigger on 

Level III and we have been very respectful of the fact that 

there is a balance and there’s difficulty -- tremendous 

difficulty here and we’ve appreciated the time and energy 

that the Subcommittee has spent on this.   

  The question I really ask because it seems to me 

that there’s a tremendous amount of support for the 

suspension and I realize it’s a symbolic act because the 

Legislature will actually deal with this and there’s six of 

you that will deal with it.  

  But you are a body that looks at schools and you 

are a body that works to try to effectively marshal 

resources to assist schools.  And I don’t know that there’s 

a balance to the opposite side of this question of the 

suspension. 

  Again -- and it’s not doublespeak to say -- we’re 

not -- we haven’t ever lobbied any of you to pull the 

trigger on Level III, but at the same time, we’re saying we 

need a solution because if indeed -- as we’ve communicated 

to you, if indeed all these actions are to assist the 

development community, that may be very positive for the 
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economy, but how is it positive for schools?   

  What do schools gain from this?  And I know 

several of you have been board members and council members 

and worked at the local level.   

  Where do schools benefit from this?  And in fact 

if you look at all of the issues that are before you 

addressed by the Subcommittee, where are the benefits?  And 

I can’t find a benefit.  

  So that’s the question.  We have -- and we said 

this at the Subcommittee.  We have opposed the suspension, 

but we haven’t asked to pull the trigger.   

  What we believe is with all of the minds and the 

hearts and the desire to make this program continue to work 

that there’d be something potentially in between.   

  And I know at the one Subcommittee hearing -- the 

one prior, we said, you know, if there’s a discussion of a 

suspension, then we would like to be at the table for that 

discussion.  Apparently this is that discussion, but we’ve 

moved rather quickly to what appears to be a conclusion. 

  So thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  I have -- Senator 

Lowenthal wanted to -- and then I have an observation and 

then Assembly Member Buchanan.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Well, there are a couple 

things.  You’re saying -- and I think that’s -- you’re 
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raising very important issues because I too am struggling 

where is this balance and really what we do. 

  And what -- really what do school districts get 

for this and maybe this is the issue, you know, we’re making 

recommendations and I hear you also saying that and although 

you’re only up here talking about the suspension, but you 

also do not support regulating how the funds go out. 

  And so somewhere in that if we did not support 

everything that’s on -- if we supported suspension of the 

Level III fees but ultimately said, well, but we’re not 

going to go along -- we’re going to listen to the school 

districts or CASH in terms of how we regulate or not 

regulate, you know, the funding, is that what you would like 

because you’re saying that you’re not really opposed or what 

to implement the Level III fees, but yet there has to be 

some meaningful dialogue that really responds to the needs 

of the school districts. 

  So given the package that’s before us, I guess 

what I’m asking is could you support some parts of the 

package but not the other.  That’s all I’m saying.   

  MR. DUFFY:  And, Senator, I like the way that you 

phrase that because it kind of helped me in dealing with -- 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.   

  MR. DUFFY:  -- more than just the one item.  

The -- we all want this economy to gain strength and move 
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and we believe that the housing industry certainly has been 

damaged and -- 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Devastated. 

  MR. DUFFY:  -- and needs to come back.  Schools 

have been tremendously damaged and the -- 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Absolutely. 

  MR. DUFFY:  -- both on the operational side as 

I’ve testified before as well as on the capital side.   

  We have said to you and to the development 

community we want this program to continue.  We believe that 

this program is an effective program and we differ on the 

idea of stretching out the dollars.   

  We believe that if the Board were to effectively 

direct that a policy regulation be put in place that would 

encourage and continue the accepting of applications just as 

they currently do while you having bonding authority -- and 

this is something, by the way, we communicated to you in a 

letter last April --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.  

  MR. DUFFY:  -- that very item -- continue the 

approvals beyond bonding authority, you do several things.  

  One is you give districts the ability to recognize 

that the program is intact.  The second thing you do is in 

that recognition they will spend money at the local level 

because that’s part of this plan and whatever funds they 
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have to move their projects forward.  

  And in doing that, we then create the third item 

which is the pipeline to our view for that bond for -- and 

I’m wearing a 2012 button because we’re arguing for a bond 

for this year.  I recognize that’s not the political will 

necessarily, but it certainly will of schools -- but to 

continue to demonstrate the need for a bond. 

  And I think that there is something that we could 

negotiate, Senator, that’s in there where again we’re not 

wanting to damage anybody, but at the same time, are we 

wanting to damage schools alone?   

  There’s a three-legged school that’s been talked 

about about this program and that program was considered to 

be the State and the development community and schools and 

we realize that one of those legs on that school is now 

basically almost gone and the other, the development 

community school, has been gone and we have schools and 

schools are going to have to rely only on their own 

resources. 

  Won’t even discuss the have and have-not issue 

here, but simply the three things I was talking about.  Have 

districts continue to believe that the programs in existence 

have them spend money to move their projects into a pipeline 

and use that pipeline as the argument for the next bond.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Are we talking about 
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developer fees or --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I don’t know if we’re 

talking about developer fees or the other and --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Well, what he’s saying I think 

and just --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  He’s saying he wants to 

make a deal.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Well, but he -- no -- well, 

what he’s saying is the reason why these are separate issues 

that each one has some pros and cons in those issues and 

that necessarily some of us may be more committed to hearing 

that we do not want to put the development community -- the 

homeowners in a bind.   

  That does not mean necessarily if we did that that 

we’re in agreement with some of the other recommendations.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  That’s really what he is 

saying and maybe there could be some mechanism and some 

process that people -- either before we vote today -- that 

could reconcile some of these conflicting because it’s not 

simply to vote for all -- if you vote for one, you vote for 

all --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And that’s why my -- my 

understanding is --  
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And I think we’ve -- that’s 

why I wanted to bifurcate this.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- that’s why we’re 

taking each separately and -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah, it was a split.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  And what he’s saying is it’s 

difficult to support something like this if we’re not also 

dealing with the acceptance -- you know, dealing with the 

whole application and continuing the approval process.   

  You know, it’s hard for them to support this if 

they don’t think that we’re also going to address that.  

That’s all he’s --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  At least we know where they 

stand.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So I just have a 

question and I was a little surprised because we’ve had 

meetings and numerous conversations.  You’ve had lengthy 

discussions at the three Subcommittee meetings we had, so I 

just wanted -- the implication that you haven’t been 

involved is a little bit surprising to me.  

  But beyond that, I just want to probe further.  

You said you are sympathetic and you don’t want to impose 

Level III developer fees, but yet you don’t want to suspend 

them.   

  So we know that housing starts are way down and if 
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I’m a developer, just like you want assurance, I want 

assurance that a program is going to be there and if I 

split, you know, 50 million or however many million I’m 

going to put into taking a look at a project that I’m not 

going to be -- I’m going to have some certainty there.   

  So if you’re not going to suspend them, but you 

don’t want to impose them, where do you -- how do you give 

some sort of assurances to these developers because cash is 

very hard to get.  

  Whether you’re a developer or whatever kind of 

business you’re in, access to capital is a major problem. 

  How do they move forward without any kind of 

certainty and where do they get their certainty out of those 

two options?   

  MR. DUFFY:  There may be a number of options that 

would be available at the local level and I think you had 

commented earlier about agreements and the like.   

  Within the provisions of the code established in 

1998 is a reimbursement provision to allow a developer to be 

reimbursed.  That’s certainly -- and if they don’t have cash 

and they’re struggling, maybe they go to the district and 

they ask for an agreement.   

  You know the role that I played in the past.  I 

negotiated those kinds of agreements. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  There is nothing 
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without a suspension that keeps a district from assessing 

Level III fees.  So how do you have the assurance that 

Level III fees will not be assessed if you just say well, 

we’ll just figure it out or let the districts figure it out. 

How do you get that assurance? 

  MR. DUFFY:  I think we’re talking about the switch 

being on or off and what I’m saying is it’d be nice to have 

a dimmer switch and possibly that dimmer switch could be 

part of the overall whatever you said -- he’s looking to 

make a deal, whatever that negotiation may be to make sure 

that that program continues to be in place and maybe there 

is some means that if a district allows a developer to go 

forward and build and there is no Level III fee that there’s 

some means to be able to go back in the past and to have 

some assistance.   

  I don’t know what that would be, Assembly Member, 

but the -- we are concerned and I didn’t want to give the 

impression that we didn’t have access to comment.  What I 

was talking about was let’s come to an agreement that is -- 

that everybody -- the developers, schools, and all of you 

are going to be satisfied with. 

  We’re moving beyond that.  I think if there is 

indeed, as I was saying before the meeting began, a program 

where we have the ability to recognize that the State is out 

of money but that the access to the programs, the processing 
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to the certainty that you know that you qualify for that 

time in the future when the State has --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  That’s -- right.  

  MR. DUFFY:  And I know you’ve suggested that go to 

the Imp. Committee and I like that idea because you’ll get 

to hear more details, more of the grit. 

  But it’s not an easy answer and again what I’m 

saying to you is what do schools -- where do schools benefit 

by all this.  You’re a body that doesn’t look after 

developers.  You look after schools.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I could tell you where 

I think schools benefit from this.  One is if you do 

everything you can to keep this program in place so that 

when we have the opportunity for the next bond, whether 

we’re fortunate and we have a special election in 2013 or we 

have to wait to 2014, we do all we can to put ourselves in 

the best position to pass that bond.   

  Schools benefit because long term we haven’t had 

the kind of construction program in schools that we’ve had 

in the last decade and multiple decades.  And I know that 

firsthand as a school board member because my district, it 

took us three times to pass our first bond requiring a 

two-thirds election.  

  If I recall correctly, it took Fresno five times 

to pass the bond before the program and I -- we used to go 
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in in half our elementary schools put sheets of plastic on 

the computers because they were in such poor shape. 

  So this is a great program that we have to 

preserve and of course you and I, I think, disagree to -- on 

how we do that, but I think the issue here is not just 

facilities.  

  If you’re sitting on a school board, you’re 

concerned with your facilities, but you’re also concerned 

with your day-to-day operations of your schools.  You’re 

concerned in terms of your -- as far as your class size, 

whether you have counselors, whether you have libraries 

open.   

  And basically what the Governor is telling us and 

I support what he’s telling us is that I need a clean ballot 

because that will give me the best opportunity to pass his 

temporary revenues.   

  And when you take a look at schools that right now 

the deficit factor is over 20 percent, I have -- I don’t 

know -- 14, 15, 16 school districts and what I’m hearing 

from our superintendents is, you know, I don’t know if we 

have to take another $360 cut, if we’re going to still be 

solid, you know. 

  So what we’re doing is we’re saying right now the 

most important priority for us as a State is to get those 

temporary revenues passed so we can stop the bleeding at our 
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schools and it does mean we’re going to be waiting a little 

bit on the bond.   

  And I don’t want to do that.  I’d like to see the 

program continue going, but I believe that is the right 

strategy and if we’re going to do that, to penalize 

developers because we don’t have a bond on this ballot and 

to potentially shut down construction anymore doesn’t make 

any sense to me. 

  You know, and I think you -- you just get to look 

at the construction side and I appreciate that because 

that’s what your job it.  But I take a look at the whole 

picture and schools and what’s at stake here.   

  You know, I support the Governor wanting the clean 

ballot and wanting to get those temporary revenues passed 

because I think it’s really important.  Just like if you’re 

a school, passing that first bond sometimes is the hardest, 

but once people start to see the quality schools you’re 

producing, then they’re more receptive to passing the second 

or the third bond. 

  And I think you’ve got to give some kind of 

certainty to the development community that they can 

continue to go forward.  It doesn’t mean that they can’t 

even -- at Level II fees front -- have agreements to front 

end the cost to a school knowing that they will then get 

reimbursed when the State passes the next bond just like a 
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school district would on a modernization project. 

  But that’s I think where our -- you know, our 

fundamental agreement is.  I don’t think we could say, well, 

it’ll just work itself out because I think there needs to be 

more certainty than that.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Let me go to Mr. Hagman and 

then Senator Wyland.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  This may be a side point, 

but I was just curious.  You said that we have record levels 

of operation and infrastructure building for school 

districts and I could see the operational side.  Can you 

point to a time period in the recent decades that there’s 

been a better successful program, more widespread for the 

State, of building and rebuilding schools because my 

recollection is this is probably best that the schools has 

had the last nine, ten years of being forward and building 

these things. 

  But you made that comment that it wasn’t.  So I’m 

just trying to figure out what was better.   

  MR. DUFFY:  I’m not sure that I made -- or 

certainly didn’t intend to say the program wasn’t a good 

program.  

  We believe the program is a good program and the 

program has been funded mightily since 1998 with the bonds 

from ’98, 2002, ’04, and ’06.  
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  The program existed before and it was a program 

that was an effective program.  We didn’t have all of the 

same level of bonds because the Legislature was more -- they 

were more careful in bringing that before the voters. 

  But this program has been a very, very good 

program.  So we’re not troubling with the program.  We want 

to keep it intact.   

  Part of what I was trying to communicate was that 

if indeed you -- if the Board does what we would like, you 

would establish the ability to have a district be approved 

for a project even though you don’t have any bonding 

authority for that.   

  Again that’s what we communicated last April -- 

and that there would be a list for gaining support for the 

future bond.   

  But no, we like the program, Mr. Hagman.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Wyland.  

  SENATOR WYLAND:  I’d just like to go back and 

clarify something that I think it’s important for all us to 

bear in mind.  

  When you say where do schools gain and you say, 

well, this particular industry’s been damaged and Senator 

Lowenthal said no, devastated.  This is no longer years and 

years ago when I started in the Legislature in 2001 and you 

could say developers and a lot of people conjure up -- or, 
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you know, just building like crazy and making tons of money 

and et cetera, et cetera. 

  This is different.  I'll tell you what schools 

gain.  Schools are nowhere without a strong economy.  And 

somehow schools have to understand that they’re part of this 

whole thing.  That’s why nationally they report statistics 

on housing starts because it is one of those key industries. 

It would take an hour to actually describe the economic 

effects of that building.  

  So this is not somehow helping developers versus 

not helping developers.  This is really about trying to help 

the economy and help schools gain that little bit they have. 

  If developers -- I can’t tell you how many I know 

who are gone, busted, bankrupt.  It’s done.  And schools are 

paying that price. 

  When I had school boards come and talk to me and 

we struggle with our bonds in the same way, had to do some 

very low cost construction in order to be able to build 

anything, I tell them the single biggest thing they can do 

because our pie is so shrunk is help us come up with ways of 

getting this economy going.   

  We all know it.  We know it’s happening 

nationally.  It’s -- that’s -- so this isn’t really about I 

don’t think developers per se.  This is about the context of 

how there will be money for schools at all.   
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  That’s the way I think we have to look at it.  

Now, I’m agnostic on whether we keep the program going or 

not.  I’ve supported -- just so you know, I’ve supported 

every single bond that’s come before the Legislature.  

There’s not a school bond in my life that I haven’t voted 

for, even though I know sometimes there’s some waste, 

et cetera, et cetera, and I know when you’ve had to go back 

and then you appoint a committee to demonstrate that you’ve 

spent the money correctly, et cetera, et cetera. 

  But if -- this is going to be dependent upon our 

overall economy and when we talk about trying to clear the 

ballot, et cetera, it’s because people are so disinclined in 

this environment.  Schools as well as all the other things 

we want to fund that we funded so generously when I first 

got here, we can’t until we restore this economy.  

  So I think the discussion is less in terms of are 

we going to somehow help developers and somehow, you know, 

not get much for schools as it is a way to keep something 

going -- something going.   

  I’ll support a school bond whenever we come up 

with it, whenever we can get it out there, but I think this 

is -- and Assembly Member Buchanan has essentially stated 

this in various ways and Assembly Member Hagman and I know 

we’ve heard also from the Senators on this issue. 

  When you build -- I guess I’m emotional about it 
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because I know people individually who have lost 

everything -- everything, lost everything personally because 

what happens in the actual world even from pretty big ones 

is you sign a personal guarantee and what did they do when 

they were making a lot of money?  They bought more land. 

  Guess what, the land’s worthless and I know plenty 

of them who are now living in multi-unit housing because 

they are done. 

  So this is more I think -- and I think this is 

what I hear the Committee Chair saying of the Subcommittee 

is preserving something for a period of time.  That’s what 

this is about.  And that’s what not only schools but social 

services but every aspect of our government needs. 

  So I’ll stop there, but I think we -- we have to 

see this not as some isolated group.  We’re joined at the 

hip in every way.  So -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you, Senator. 

  SENATOR WYLAND:  -- and with that I would like a 

vote sooner rather later so I can get out -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  One more public person and 

then -- I think -- again open up for public comments.  Go 

ahead, sir.  

  MR. BAKKE:  Try not to take up too much anyway.  

We have three more subjects to discuss.  At this rate, it 

might be a little while, but Eric Bakke with Los Angeles 
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Unified. 

  Our position on this is first of all, we strongly 

support the suspension of Level III developer fees. 

  We look at this from a perspective of what’s in 

the best interest for schools and all of our partners.  

Right now the developers have taken a hit in this economic 

climate.  They can’t afford another hit if we were to go to 

Level III developer fees and that doesn’t serve us all, 

school districts included, in trying to pass a 2012 or a 

2014 bond.  It just does not put us in a very good position 

when one of our major partners is no longer our partner. 

  So we look at it from the perspective that we need 

to protect everyone and look at it as a whole.  And we look 

at the other three issues -- and I don’t want to impose upon 

double dipping or triple dipping here, but they are fairly 

much entwined. 

  But we look at all of the issues that are going to 

be discussed later as one issue and that is how do we better 

position ourselves for 2014 and this is just one piece of 

that puzzle.  So we’re supportive of a suspension.  Thank 

you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Anybody -- yes.   

  MR. SPEAKER:  Mr. Chair, members, Cesar Diaz on 

behalf of the State Building and Construction Trades 

Council.  Based on the testimony you already heard, I’m not 
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going to repeat, but we’re strongly supportive of Assembly 

Member Buchanan’s proposal here and just wanted to express 

that to the Board.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Okay.  It has been 

moved and seconded.  Call the roll, please. 

  MS. JONES:  Lowenthal. 

  Hancock. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Wyland. 

  SENATOR WYLAND:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Abstain. 

  MS. JONES:  Moore. 

  MS. MOORE:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I’m going to abstain.  What’s 

the vote now? 

  MS. JONES:  Five. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ayes? 

  MS. JONES:  Ayes.  Three abstain.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  So we need Senator 
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Lowenthal.   

  MS. JONES:  We can hold it open for Senator 

Lowenthal.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Let’s hold it open for 

Senator Lowenthal.  And right now, can we just go ahead 

and -- Senator Lowenthal just stepped out.  I was going to 

say let’s go and get the absent members, but he’s out, but 

we have -- okay.  Senator Wyland.   

  SENATOR WYLAND:  I apologize.  I actually have to 

go to meet with some educators.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  SENATOR WYLAND:  That I promised to meet with, 

so --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you, Senator.   

  SENATOR WYLAND:  I appreciate the Chair’s work and 

want to be helpful on the Board.  I appreciate the 

Subcommittee’s obviously done a lot of work on this and 

we’ll see you next time.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you, Senator.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Have we voted for this yet? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yes. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I’m an aye.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  An aye.   

  MS. JONES:  And it passes.  
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  The next is the --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  That was the suspension; 

right? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Okay.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  The -- we don’t have anything 

on ORG bond authority transfer.  The next issue is the 

regulation of the remaining bond authority.  And we heard 

the issue.  Is there any comments or questions for the Board 

members? 

  MS. MOORE:  Yes.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I move the Board 

recommendation.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Lowenthal moves the 

Board recommendation? 

  MS. MOORE:  We’re not doing ORG. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Oh, we’re not doing ORG?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No.  This was --  

  MS. MOORE:  I have a comment.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  It’s just gone. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s gone.  We’re not going to 

deal with it.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  We’re not taking any 

action because we’re going to leave it the way it is.  So 
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there’s no -- 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  All right.  So that’s what I 

was about to vote on that.  It just saves me one vote.  

Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  All right.  So we’re moving 

onto regulation of remaining bond authority.  Is there a 

motion?  Ms. Buchanan moves.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  I’ll second. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s been seconded and we have 

comments.  Go ahead, have a seat, and we’ll go to comments.  

  Ms. Moore. 

  MS. MOORE:  We will not be supporting the slowing 

down of bond authority process as it negatively affects 

students, school districts, and job creation.   

  Once districts receive authority, they have a 

better option to locally forward fund projects with an 

official unfunded approval.  Risks are reduced and interim 

financing is more readily available. 

  It reduces the amount of projects also that are 

ready for cash when the State sells bonds and therefore also 

potentially slows down needed construction and modernization 

of schools and job creation. 

  It artificially reduces demand.  It slows the 

development of an unfunded list which we also support.  We 

cannot begin an unfunded list until we are out of funding. 
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  There is no evidence that a bond that still has 

funding left will garner better voter support of a bond.   

  Actually both the existing polls and prior history 

would support otherwise, that there is demonstrated need and 

the State is out of funding is a more compelling argument to 

me as a voter.   

  Also our Superintendent of Public Instruction 

believes that the Board has managed and will continue to 

manage the program both efficiently providing authority for 

projects also sends a strong message to voters. 

  We have taken care of developers’ concerns 

regarding Level III with our previous vote and we believe 

district and community concerns should also be addressed to 

move projects forward and continue the program with unfunded 

approvals and for these reasons, we will not be supporting 

this recommendation.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Comments, 

questions?  Yes.  Public testimony.   

  MS. STUART:  Susan Stuart, Stuart & Associates, 

representing several school districts around the State.  Of 

the four recommendations, this one is of most concern to 

school districts I have talked to. 

  There are districts who have been on this list for 

a very long time and adding two years or two and a half more 

years to their waiting period would be devastating.   
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  There are many reasons why it creates chaos.  One 

is agency approval.   

  DSA approvals are good for one year with one year 

extension.  CDE approvals are good for two years.  If we 

start adding a year, two more years to these projects, it 

would create chaos. 

  Costs are going to increase.  The economy is 

improving albeit slowly and we anticipate housing costs are 

going to increase. 

  But as important school districts are often the 

largest employer of people in the community including union 

jobs, and if you delay these projects, you’re going to delay 

jobs.  You’re going to delay impact on the community.  

  Just -- and as an example of one small school 

district, Pittsburg Unified School District, since 2006, has 

had $150 million in school facilities projects.  Delaying 

that by a year or two is not going to help the economy.  

It’s not going to create any better conditions for passing a 

new job. 

  The prior system of exhausting bond authority and 

using an unfunded list has worked.  It’s created need and it 

has not been an impediment to passing a new bond.  

  We believe metering out the money would create 

more problems than it would solve.  When bonds are sold, we 

encourage you to fund complete projects on the unfunded list 
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until bond funds are exhausted.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   

  MR. BAKKE:  Eric Bakke again with Los Angeles 

Unified.  We agree with many of the points that Susan 

stated.   

  I think we just want to highlight that it’s a hard 

debate.  I think we all want to do what’s right and we all 

believe -- we think we are doing what’s right and I don’t 

know if we necessarily how things are going to turn out in 

the future bond. 

  What we do know is that when you look at what 

happened when we passed Prop. 47, the item actually -- the 

Board agenda actually provides all the background on this. 

  When we were looking at new construction and 

modernization under Prop. 98, we ran out of modernization 

funds in September of 2000.  We ran out of new construction 

money in January of 2001.  We ran about 18 months without 

either new construction or modernization which is about what 

we’re talking about going into when we’re talking about a 

2014 bond, the same basic time period when you look at some 

of the projections that we’re talking about. 

  47 was passed with a very strong support.  I think 

it’s been proven that not having bond or exhausted our bond 

authority isn’t a detriment, but actually it’s proved that 

it was a actually quite helpful in supporting a future bond 
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initiative. 

  So I just think that there’s other ways of looking 

at this.  I think this is a conversation that we should 

still continue to have and I think -- in that respect I 

think there’s still some time to continue that conversation, 

but if it means another subcommittee, I think we would 

support that, but I -- our position is is that we would like 

to see that the money go out.   

  The consistency with the school districts to keep 

projects moving, keep jobs created is probably at this point 

in time the most important thing that we can do in 

California.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   

  MR. DUFFY:  Mr. Chairman, members, Tom Duffy again 

for CASH.  We’ve communicated before and certainly in my 

prior testimony a few minutes ago said the same thing, that 

we believe exhausting the funds really is a way to 

communicate to the voting community that we need a bond. 

  Eric talked to you about those recent times in the 

past decade when we ran short of funding and what occurred. 

We had the experience -- and I think I said this to the 

Subcommittee -- in 1992 we had a bond.  In ’94 we had a bond 

failure, didn’t have another bond till ’96.   

  It was an overwhelming success and we had been dry 

for a period of four years.  So we believe exhausting the 

199

ATTACHMENT C

417



  65 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

authority and the funds is not a negative but a positive for 

pushing forward with a future bond. 

  Also the -- we’re concerned about the technical 

nature of what the term that has been used is metering.  

We’ve used the term rationing of funds would do and we 

believe that there are unintended consequences that may be 

very negative.  

  So we would ask that you not do that.  Just run 

through the funds and the authority until they’re exhausted. 

  As I think was aptly said by Ms. Moore, the issue 

of the emergence of Level III is taken care of with your 

action if that action’s supported by the Legislature and 

from what we’re understanding that that probably occur. 

  So there is no need to meter or ration these funds 

for purposes of protecting against Level III.  We think that 

it would be negative on the program and I’ll wait until the 

next item if we want to talk more, but thank you very much 

and we just urge you not to move forward with this 

rationing. 

  MS. FERRERA:  Anna Ferrera with the County School 

Facilities Consortium.  I won’t go in to repeat what’s 

already been said.  We very much agree with the statement of 

Ms. Moore and would very much be opposed to this 

recommendation and, you know, ask you to recall -- you know, 

we’re talking about metering out projects, but no one’s 
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metering the kids as they come into the schools this 

coming -- in the coming year or two. 

  So we’re really believing that at this point 

metering out projects is going to mean delays that will cost 

more later and it’s the students that will suffer for that.  

  So we are opposed.  Thank you.   

  MR. LYON:  Richard Lyon, California Building 

Industry Association.  We are here in support of the 

proposal. 

  There’s arguments on both sides and it’s really a 

judgment call and the question is what puts us in the 

position to best demonstrate to the public that the program 

has been implemented in the most cost efficient way possible 

and we’re in very difficult times and there’s no question 

that the public sees what goes on under this dome in a 

fairly skeptical light. 

  We do have the ability under very difficult times 

with when dollars are very short to demonstrate that even 

under those difficult circumstances, you can make this 

program operational and keep it active and keep it 

functioning. 

  The Governor has indicated that he would like to 

do this.  We all want to see this administration succeed and 

we really want to be able to see the next bond succeed. 

  So again this is a judgment call in terms of how 
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you best position the program to be able to demonstrate to 

the public that it’s done everything it humanly can to be 

able to use dollars and spend dollars efficiently.   

  So we support the proposal for those reasons. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Mr. Hagman. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Thank you.  And I remind us on 

the SAB Board that these recommendations -- the only thing 

we have authority to do right now is this particular thing 

we’re voting on today.  That’s the only authority.  

Everything else takes legislative authority. 

  And being around, like we all have, on the 

Legislature know that this thing is not going to come around 

real quick.   

  So as we suggest Level III funding be suspended 

and make that recommendation to the Legislature, but if we 

don’t do this metering or spreading out, being good stewards 

of this program, and then the Legislature takes nine months 

till the rest of the year to figure out whether or not it 

wants to do Level III suspension or not, it can take that 

long, we can de facto, basically go against what we’re 

trying to accomplish here by just letting those funds run 

out. 

  Because they -- at the current rate, they’ll be 

out by June in many cases.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  April. 
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  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  April?  Okay.  Do we 

really think this Legislature’s going to pass the other 

things between now and April to give some kind of guarantee 

that that’s the direction we’re going?  

  I can’t agree that our colleagues on the other 

committees are going to necessarily see things in the same 

light that we may or may not see it here.  

  This is something that we have had the biggest 

growth and the most construction in schools over the last 

eight years than probably 40 years.  

  Okay.  To slow down this program -- that’s what 

we’re talking about -- slowing it down and being good 

stewards of this bond money to last it, to make sure the 

program is continued to go I think is very -- very 

responsible for us to do as a Board, the one that sees most 

of this information to go forward. 

  All the previous examples of the bond issuance has 

been during much, much better economic times when we’ve had 

something to point at and say these guys are making a lot of 

money.  We could sit there and pull them in.  We can do this 

and that and it was much better economic times than what we 

have right now.   

  We cannot say the same thing under any 

circumstance.   

  I read all the same polls.  I’m election chair for 
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our side of the world.  This is going to be a hard time to 

get anything passed this November.  So what do you want to 

do?  You want to let this run out in April and then come 

back in 2014 and say we need this or do you want to sit 

there and be conservative and draw this program as other 

testimony before with smaller amounts of bond over the 

previous years.   

  This has been a huge boom for school construction 

over the last, you know, eight, nine years and it be shown 

to the public that we can be fiscally good stewards with 

their bond money, with their tax dollars, and slow this down 

a little bit I think is the smartest way for us to go.  

  SENATOR WYLAND:  Thank you.  Senator Lowenthal.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yeah.  I voted for this with 

the understanding that I needed to find out more -- I wanted 

to see the whole package and to understand the political 

issue.  

  And I think it’s a valid argument that is that it 

will -- by doing this will help us pass a future bond.  So 

that’s one issue. 

  The second issue was the -- to avoid Level III 

developer fees to do that.   

  I was very pleased to say -- and then the third 

one was to preserve the program and to keep the staff on.  

Those were the three.   

204

ATTACHMENT C

422



  70 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

  I was struck with the bipartisan support to 

suspend developer fees.  I think that’s a very good sign 

that Democrats and Republicans voted to suspend -- to 

recommend to the Legislature to suspend the developer fees. 

  And I think that’s a strong bipartisan -- we don’t 

do a lot of bipartisan issues like that around.  So I think 

that’s a strong thing, especially for Democrats to be voting 

to suspend fees, that we’ll -- agreed upon.  

  But I agree with the arguments that were put forth 

to do that.  So having already done that, I was now checking 

with people and I keep getting different opinions.  

  Assembly Member Buchanan mentioned Gale Kaufman. I 

also talked Darie Shrego (ph) and to John Fairbanks and to 

people in the district and I get different opinions, whether 

in fact it’s best to have it run out or not.  

  Darie Shrego agrees with Gale Kaufman.  Others do 

not agree with that, who have run campaigns. 

  So I listened to the districts and because we’ve 

taken such a strong stand on suspending Level III, which I 

think was the critical issue for me was to suspend developer 

fees in this economic climate and the others were more -- 

was a political decision what’s the best way, I can not now 

support this proposal. 

  I do not mind running out, letting districts move 

forward, having -- and I'd go further than even 
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recommendation number 4, but we’ll get to that -- you know, 

what we really need to do.   

  So I will not be supporting this recommendation.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  As the Chair, usually we just 

listen in and not weigh in until the final vote comes in and 

folks know where I’m at on an issue. 

  On this one, I think the importance of it I think 

as Assembly Member Hagman points out is by the time the 

legislation moves in its chapter, we will be out of money if 

we don’t slow down the output.  That simple.   

  You know, I worked in the building for almost 11 

years and I -- there have been rare pieces of legislation of 

political importance that can move in a few days.  This is 

not going to rise to that level, particularly since it would 

require two-thirds vote and notwithstanding the bipartisan 

support of the -- in this chamber right now.  I think it’s 

hard to tell what will happen to that piece of legislation 

to which I abstained from voting on and that’s the only 

concern that I do have is that even if you were able to get 

legislation through, I don’t think it comes in in a timely 

manner, but that’s just my take.   

  Assembly Member Buchanan.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  I told someone I 

said if the consultants would have said it doesn’t make a 

difference, then I would say let it run out.   
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  I guess what strikes me is I think we’re are in 

very different economic times today.  You know, Eric cited 

other times when we suspended, but if you take a look at 

what the unemployment rate was those two times, it was 4.9, 

5.4, and 4.9 percent.   

  In 2006, we were riding at the height of the 

housing bubble.  And so when you take a look at the other 

times, never were we in the kind of economic times that we 

are today where we’re still at double digit unemployment and 

we don’t know exactly where that’s going to be.   

  When you take a look at a chart -- this is from -- 

I think it’s from the LAO -- and what’s going to happen with 

debt service, debt service is going to take up a bigger part 

of our budget two years from now than it is today.  

  So I think it really gets down to do you believe 

that you’ll be in a better position to pass a bond if you 

still have a program or not and I do which is why I’m voting 

that way.   

  I also have a couple questions for Pedro because 

the other reason I’m voting that way is, you know, we fund 

staff through the bond proceeds and when we run out of money 

in September, you know, April in terms of new construction 

and September if we have 200 million that goes into 

critically -- comes from critically overcrowded schools or 

earlier, where -- do you think the Governor’s going to give 
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us general fund money to continue processing applications? 

  I don’t know where we’re going to get that.  I 

know we’re going to have to spend some money on audits and 

that kind of follow-through, but I don’t know where we have 

the money to -- when we’re making the kind of cuts we are in 

the budget, when you take a look at the cuts to health and 

human services and all that, I don’t know if we’re going to 

get general fund money to fund processing of applications 

for a bond that doesn’t exist, for a program that doesn’t 

exist.   

  And I think the way to keep this program going is 

to stretch it out with the flexibility that if you need to 

spend more one year in a one six-month period or a quarter, 

whatever, we have that flexibility to do that, but where we 

stretch it out over the two years, we continue to accept 

applications, we continue to accept a list, and the program 

is still in place. 

  Now, you know, good people can disagree.  But if I 

honestly believed that we would be in better position 

politically to pass it, then I would say spend it. 

  But what I do want to say is there’s a reality 

here that I don’t think anyone truly is facing or 

understands and that is the program is out of money.  

  You know, I don’t know exactly -- we cobble 

together the votes or not, but from September -- chances are 
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from September 2012 at a minimum -- could be longer than 

that -- to November 2014 or January 2015 when you can sell 

bonds, there will be no funds.   

  If something comes up in the interim, if all of a 

sudden you have a problem with a facility, you won’t have 

any flexibility, any kind of emergency to take care of that 

because the money will be gone.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Call the roll.  

Oh, I’m sorry.  Ms. Moore, you had a question.  I’m sorry.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I have a question also. 

  MS. MOORE:  I just have two final points on our 

part.  One is that the overcrowded -- the critically 

overcrowded school funds, as I understand there’s no 

opposition that those most likely would be placed to the 

program which means that the estimation for when we would be 

out of funds would be October of 2012; is that correct?   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I think the chart shows 

September.   

  MS. MOORE:  Well, out in October.  I think we’re 

still funding in September; is that correct?   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That’s if the 200 plus million 

dollars moves over.  

  MS. MOORE:  Okay.  And then the second point that 

I would make is that we are simply not slowing down the 

authority.  We actually are slowing down and have been 
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slowing down for some time the cash and that will continue 

to happen as we only have two periods per year now that we 

have cash infusion and that is if the administration and 

Treasurer and all those folks that are looking at our debt 

service, how we will issue -- if we will issue bonds. 

  Last year we issued once.  This year we’ve issued 

once so far.   

  And so the program will continue to need to have 

those cash pieces to actually continue to fund projects and 

that will probably be occurring over the next two years 

because I don’t see where we’re going to issue bonds all of 

a sudden and take care of all of the authority needs in this 

program.  And so those are other -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  But we’re down to 

$143 million in new construction, potentially a maximum of 

243- if 200 million was back.  There is not much money left. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Lowenthal.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yeah.  One of the things I 

need to understand -- what I’d like to understand is why the 

microphone is not working -- no.  Besides that -- is that 

there -- we have decided not to transfer any of the 

overcrowding -- ORG money relief.   

  So given that, when do we anticipate that money 

running out?  It’s not the new construction, but when do we 

anticipate the overcrowding relief grant money running out. 

210

ATTACHMENT C

428



  76 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  I believe our projection that we 

presented to the New Construction Sub may have been past 

2014, 2015.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  So there will be money in 

that --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  No, no --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  For the overcrowded relief. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Just the overcrowded relief. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I think it’s -- I think 

there’s a little over a year left as I recall.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  No.  There’s 200 -- I think -- 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  It was -- it’s actually about 

$225 million that’s still in play. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  The reason I’m saying that is 

you’re saying, well, where are we going to get the money to 

administer the program.   

  We took an action, which I did not really agree 

with, the last session when we passed the funding to take 

all the administrative costs for the last four years and 

take it out of the overcrowded relief.  We took $73 million 

to pay for all administrative funding.  It was a footnote 

that said transfer the appropriation for the Budget Act for 

administrative costs for fiscal years ’08-’09, ’09-’10, 

’10-’11, and ’11-’12 from modernization to overcrowded 
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relief.  

  So we took all that money out of overcrowded that 

we needed to spend because there was money in that.  

  And I personally think that should have been 

discussed by the Board, but the Board decided that was not 

to be discussed to do that.   

  Having said that --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Actually, Senator, it was 

brought up in executive committee today, so --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yeah.  But having said that, 

the issue that you’ve raised is where are we going to get 

the money to administer this.  We’ve already had precedent 

that we’ve taken the money out of the ORG to administer it. 

So we could do that again.  So we will have enough money to 

administer the program if it runs out.   

  MR. FERGUSON:  Chris Ferguson, Department of 

Finance.  We actually estimate ORG to be out by December of 

this year.  Our initial conversations with Los Angeles 

Unified School District is that they are preparing a number 

of applications to come in the year and as such, that 

program itself will be out of funding as well.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  You’re now anticipating by 

December of 2014 -- ’12? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  No.  2012.   
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  ’12. 

  MR. FERGUSON:  2012.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  And just -- not to 

belabor the point, but I think we did have consensus on this 

Board that we didn’t want to see Level III triggers be in 

place.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  By definition, if this 

Board runs out of authority to fund things, that by law 

right now kicks in.  That’s agreeable; right?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  We would have -- the Board 

would have to do a resolution acknowledging that there is 

not sufficient funds.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.  But basically 

restating the obvious, we run out of funds, we have to do 

that.   

  At the bare minimum, I don’t see the issue of 

right now giving the recommendation to the staff to slow 

things down until the Legislature passes Level III 

suspension and --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Senator Lowenthal, are you 

hearing what --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Are you listening to 

this, please? 

213

ATTACHMENT C

431



  79 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  What Mr. Hagman’s suggesting.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Excuse me.  What did you say?  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  What I’m saying is this 

is an on-the-go move.  Whatever we do today as this Board, 

we could sit there and change next month, three months from 

now, six months from now and say we don’t want to ration no 

more.  We have a different call. 

  I am very concerned about getting two-thirds vote 

to suspend Level III and we all agree we don’t want to see 

Level III kick in.  

  Okay.  We cannot guarantee legislative actions.  

What I’m saying right now is if we take these 

recommendations and now the Legislature three months from 

now, six months, at the end of the year passes Level III 

suspension and it becomes law, then we come back just as 

easy three months from now, six months from now, come back 

as a Board and say hey, that protection now is there.  Okay? 

  And we have projects ready to go.  We want to 

empty all this money out and get it out as fast as we can 

and get a new list going.   

  That’s something we still have -- retain authority 

on anytime.  Any Board meeting we could sit there, put it on 

the agenda, speak about it, talk about it.   

  But we can’t guarantee the action of our 

colleagues and that’s what we’re assuming that this 
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recommendation from this Board is going to spend Level III 

to make these next two recommendations.  I don’t have the 

same confidence.  Not with this kind of high threshold and 

how long things take.  

  So if we put that off and all of a sudden we’re 

out of bonds, then de facto Level III kicks in, we have to 

sit there and make the resolution and everything that we 

agreed upon right here is not in play. 

  The only way we guarantee that happening is to 

give staff some indication to slow things down and if we do 

our job in the Legislature and get a separate bill out, pass 

it out as quickly as we can, great.   

  I think everybody in the audience agrees both -- 

everyone’s, you know, for and against slowing this down and 

everything else said that Level III, we don’t want to see 

that triggered in this cycle.  Okay. 

  So how about we sit there and right now for this 

month or this Board meeting say, look, we’re not going to 

spend this money this month anyway.  Let’s do our job in the 

Legislature, get this thing going, but slow things down 

enough so we have a guarantee that Level III will not 

trigger in and that the pressure to put something on the 

ballot for this November is not going to be there by the 

Legislature or anybody else, and we could sit there and if 

we get that passed, the sooner the better, we come back in 
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this body and say okay, release whatever we have left.  

Okay. 

  By then we have a clearer picture.  There’s not so 

many undefined unknowns at that point.   

  So we can say slow it down for the next couple 

months, you know, like you were going to put it out to 2014 

if you had to, okay.  That slows things down.  We just put a 

billion dollars on the street last month.  Okay.  That’s a 

lot of bond money.  We could sit there and drag this out for 

a few months till we get the indication from the Legislature 

where to go.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I think that’s a great 

argument and I don’t want to engage in a colloquy with you, 

but I think that if we slow down and regulate, there’s no 

reason for the Legislature to get in to suspending because 

they don’t have to get into that issue because we’re doing 

it through the regulatory process by never having -- by 

continuing to slow down.  

  I think by doing it this way we put a pressure on 

the Legislature now to have to deal with this issue.  I 

think we do best when we have pressure on us.   

  I think that by saying that the only way we’re 

going to protect Level III developer fees is by the 

Legislature acting, then it’s our responsibility to deal 

with it.  I don’t think we’re going to deal with anything if 
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there’s not pressure on us.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Moore -- I have Ms. Moore 

and then Ms. Buchanan.  Oh, and Senator Hancock too.   

  MS. MOORE:  What I -- I understand what you’re 

proposing.  We could also propose that we have estimations 

when we move critically overcrowded schools that the program 

runs through October and perhaps we revisit this issue in 

October. 

  But I still, having given -- having voted for the 

suspension recommendation, we still cannot support also 

slowing down the program.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan and then Senator 

Hancock.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I just -- can I just 

ask a question.  If you run out of money in October, how do 

you revisit spreading out money?  It’s gone.   

  MS. MOORE:  Or near October.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, I mean it’s -- 

the chart shows August and September, but if you’ve run out 

of money, how do you revisit distributing it?  

  MS. MOORE:  I’m just saying when you -- when the 

money -- when you’re looking at when you run out of the 

money.   

  First of all, we don’t really -- it’s all 

estimations and frankly I’ve been hearing estimations about 
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when we were going to run out of funding for some time and 

it has not occurred at those times that we thought we were 

going to run out of funding.  

  I still think you -- if it looks like the 

Legislature isn’t going to pass it or whatever at the time 

that we no longer have funds or approaching the time that we 

no longer have funds, which is estimated to be October right 

now, you can -- anybody on this Board can ask for something 

to be revisited.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Hancock.  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Okay.  Because I’ve been 

struggling with this too and I’ve talked with Assembly 

Member Buchanan and others.  I really have two concerns. 

  One is building schools and jump starting the 

economy.  That’s one of the reasons I voted for, you know, 

the Level III fee item that just came up.   

  But building schools, jump starting the economy, 

helping the students.  The other is the platform for a new 

bond and I guess I don’t -- when we say preserving the 

program, if we’re not giving out the money we have to build 

schools, it seems like we’re preserving the staff and we 

will preserve a great deal of the staff anyway if we’re 

processing things, if we’re getting rescissions, if we’re 

winding down. 

  But frankly I would -- if I were running a 
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campaign against a school bond, I’d use that as an argument 

against it.   

  It does seem to me that the people who suggested 

that the pressure comes from saying we had a great a 

program, we built beautiful schools, and we have no more 

money, that that’s when you actually build the support for 

the bond. 

  So I feel like right now I have to come down on 

that -- with that position in support of --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I -- you know, the only 

thing I will tell you is I think for local districts it’s 

easier to pass their bonds if there’s a State program in 

place than if you’re talking about passing a local bond, but 

there's -- you don’t know if you’re going to have any kind 

of matching funds.  

  But I still would like to ask the question if we 

run out of money, this chart shows between September -- 

August and September, October, whenever, and if we’re out of 

overcrowded relief funds by the first of next year, I would 

just -- I just want to know where are we going to get the 

money to continue to process applications and keep a list. 

  And I think with both of you being in the 

Department of Finance maybe you can -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I don’t believe the general 
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fund would step in.  Given the demands on the general fund, 

it’s not a viable option. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  

And I’m just going to make this -- preface it.  I wish I had 

the confidence that my Senator colleagues have in the 

Legislature doing the right thing in a quick and timely 

basis.  I just -- my experience hasn’t been that way so far 

and what this -- if not these recommendations, then I will 

probably preface by saying that these nice consent calendars 

spending these dollars and authorizing new things, I’ll 

probably be voting no on most of those in the future until 

we get that passed. 

  And this is a two-thirds vote that needs to happen 

at the Legislature.  We could put a rush on that.  We could 

make it very quickly through the legislative process if the 

will is there.  

  But what I’m hearing from you is you much rather 

take that chance than see, you know, that the Level III be 

protected and which I think has much harmful -- much more 

harmful effect on school funding both from an operational 

side, all the rest of it, and we need to have some sense of 

that security I believe going in the future.  

  Otherwise the developers aren’t going to be 

sitting there buying the property, development starts, all 

the rest of it which, especially after realignment and 
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redevelopment monies go to the schools.  A lot of that stuff 

goes directly to schools’ operation. 

  So we’re cutting our nose off to spite ourself 

based on this argument that we can basically put on hold for 

a couple months.  With the big bond issuance we just had, we 

do not have to make this decision today granted, but we can 

give recommendations to urge the Legislature to pass this 

immediately with two-thirds and get this in and out and take 

that issue off the table. 

  Then it’s much easier to say hey, let’s make this 

list and spend the money.  But until then, if we don’t have 

something in place, we think the regular course of business 

in the Legislature is going to go on to do this, I think it 

puts this whole balance of what the Subcommittee did in 

jeopardy.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Lowenthal. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yeah.  I just wanted to ask 

Assembly Member Buchanan, we’ve heard from a number of 

school districts, whether it was CASH, whether it was 

Ms. Stuart, and others, my own districts that I -- who do 

not support regulating it.   

  Why haven’t we heard -- if what you’re saying is 

the school districts -- it’s much easier if the program’s in 

place, why haven’t any school districts come forward and 

said that.   
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  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I don’t think most 

school districts are aware of it to be honest with you.  You 

know, I know that I've talked to some that were planning on 

bonds near -- around me and I said, you know, you need to 

know that we probably will not have a State bond on the 

ballot until 2014.  

  So if you’re planning out your programs, you 

should plan them out in a way that you may not get matching 

funds till 2015 and it was a complete surprise to them. 

  So, you know, yes, we have some organizations here 

and they do have their client districts, but I think if you 

took a look at the thousand districts in the State, most of 

them -- I mean there hasn’t been a dialogue that’s gone on 

with all of them and I -- like I said, I -- if --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Haven’t heard from any of them 

that want this.  None.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, I -- the ones -- 

I’ve had regular classroom cabinet meetings and none of them 

are aware of it.  You know, I -- you know, there are some. 

  Until Margie Brown was our director, we didn’t 

follow the State Allocation Board as closely.  We knew when 

we had an item coming up, but that was all we did. 

  So I can’t speak for all the districts, but I will 

tell you that when we’ve had school bonds and I’ve, you 

know, been very involved with ballots that one of the big 
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selling arguments is you’ve got State matching funds there 

and there’s a State program and there will be no State 

program there.  And --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  And I agree with that argument 

and it’s a very powerful --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And -- right.  I know.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I just would have liked to 

have heard from any school district. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, like I said, but 

I haven’t -- I mean I -- and we’re hearing from Finance that 

if there’s not bond money, if we’re out of bond money at the 

first of the year and there’s no money to process 

applications, it’s not going to come from the general fund. 

  So, you know, I’m not sure there’s a right or 

wrong answer.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  You know.  You know, 

I’m just going on based on, you know, what I believe is 

right and I think -- you know, your -- I have tremendous 

respect for you and now you’re -- you know, you’re going to 

vote based on what you believe is right.  

  But like I said, between my conversations with the 

consultants, between my conversations in terms of how do we 

pay to continue to process these claims, you know, my belief 

is that you stretch it out and it’s -- you know, we can 
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certainly disagree.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman.  Then I’d like to 

call the roll.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  I’m sorry.  Yeah.  I 

don’t want to belabor the point, but I think back to the 

Senator’s argument that the Legislature will not have the 

pressure to pass this quickly if we don’t run out of money, 

I think one of the things we could do to assure that is we 

could get all these partners who want this money out on the 

streets tomorrow to join with us to put that pressure on the 

Legislature -- Senator.   

  I’m sorry.  I’m directing to one of your 

questions -- one of your points, sir.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yes.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  You stated that if we 

take the pressure off, the Legislature may not act as 

quickly if the pressure’s on if we run out of funds for 

that.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.  I will tell you if in 

fact we have done it by regulating and there’s -- and that 

means that we will not run out until we don’t have to vote 

on this issue, that takes the pressure off the Legislature.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Well, I think there’s a 

great coalition in this room and elsewhere that wants to see 

this money go on the streets as quickly as possible.   

224

ATTACHMENT C

442



  90 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

  And I think one of the ways we could assure that 

and still assure that Level III funding is protected is to 

slow it down until that’s packaged and have them come lobby 

the Legislature to say get this thing passed tomorrow. 

  And that would be the quickest way to do it, to 

get them out and use their pressure out there.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I hear you.  I mean I just 

don’t know.  I’m just saying.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Call the roll. 

  MS. JONES:  Lowenthal. 

  Hancock. 

  Lara. 

  Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye.  

  MS. JONES:  Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Aye. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Moore. 

  MS. MOORE:  No.  

  MS. JONES:  Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Aye.   

  MS. JONES:  It does not pass. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  The next 

recommendation is future acceptance and processing funding 
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applications.  Any questions from Board members before we 

bring up public testimony?  Okay.  Public testimony, please.  

  MR. DUFFY:  Mr. Chairman, members, Tom Duffy again 

for CASH and I'll be repeating myself in that I've noted 

this before you I think twice today that we believe that a 

continuation of processing of applications as you currently 

are processing them as they’re brought to the Board for 

unfunded approvals is the appropriate way to act into the 

future even after you run out of authority. 

  And again we communicated that last April because 

we anticipated we’d get to this time.   

  We think that that’s wise for a number of reasons. 

One that we have noted for you is already that it continues 

and to encourage districts to come in for the program and 

spend money and move on with the repair of our economy and 

creating a pipeline for the future to support the bond. 

  One that I did not note for you is that you have 

taken great pains and have carefully implemented a program 

to oversee labor compliance with new legislation. 

  That came through statute.  That statute had in it 

a provision that one-quarter of 1 percent of State bonds 

would be the benchmark for identifying what would be paid to 

the Department of Industrial Relations.   

  We believe that if a school district is to 

continue to move forward with a project in the absence of 
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State funds, having knowledge of what that project would be 

in terms of the amount gives them the ability to then 

estimate what their cost is or determine actually what their 

cost is, that quarter of 1 percent, pay DIR, and move on 

with their project and thereafter, according to your 

regulations, to be able to come in and seek a reimbursement 

having complied with that law. 

  So we think that that’s something new that is 

added into this that we didn’t consider last April because 

we weren’t really focused on that.  But we would encourage 

you to have -- and I really like Ms. Buchanan’s suggestion 

that the Implementation Committee look at this means if I’m 

understanding that suggestion accurately from our 

conversation.   

  Thank you very much. 
  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Anybody else?  Any comments or 

questions?  Oh, yes.  Sorry.   

  MS. FERRERA:  Anna Ferrera with the County School 

Facilities Consortium.  We met actually earlier today and 

this was the one recommendation that we really felt was a 

good one to make the case for a bond in the future.  So we 

would be supportive of that recommendation.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. MOORE:  I just had a -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Moore.   
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  MS. MOORE:  I see that the recommendation is to 

have the Implementation Committee develop -- and staff 

develop the details of this list and what I would ask and I 

guess want to hear in discussion is can we have the option 

considered within that discussion of a true unfunded list.  

  I actually think the value of true unfunded list 

having lived with them in the past, having done interim 

financing on them in the past, there’s always the risk that 

there’s never another bond ever and districts have that 

risk, but knowing that they have had the approvals of the 

Office of Public School Construction, the Department -- the 

Division of the State Architect, and the Department of 

Education and were it not for money -- or for funding, they 

would be an approvable project goes a long way at the local 

level to be able to maybe forward fund a project with the 

thought of reimbursement in the future, knowing all the 

risks that are associated with that. 

  So I would ask that we in the consideration of 

this at the Implementation Committee level not rule that 

potential out immediately.  

  So in supporting the unfunded list, I would ask 

that we have the Implementation Committee and staff look at 

all options concerning that and bring them back to the 

Board.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Esteban. 
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  MR. ALMANZA:  So we have talked about accepting 

applications and keeping track of the amount of funding 

that’s being requested without actually approving them for 

funding, not having an unfunded list, but still reporting on 

the backlog of funding for applications.  Is that what we’re 

talking about here in this recommendation? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  That was what the 

recommendation was.  

  MR. ALMANZA:  Then not bring it forward for 

approval of additional funding.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So let’s do this methodically 

then.  I’ll take it as a motion by the Subcommittee --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, I want to make -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- some comments.  My 

concern with having a true unfunded list assumes that -- I 

mean if you’re a district and you have an unfunded approval, 

you’re expecting a certain amount of money and we don’t know 

necessarily what the next bond is going to look like. 

  And so that’s why I had talked about having -- I 

mean when we talked -- and our Subcommittee talked about 

having a list of accepted applications and I think we needed 

to date stamp them, but I don’t know how you create a true, 

you know, approved unfunded list if you don’t know what the 

program’s going to look like.  And that’s two years away.   
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  I also want to get back to where -- how we are 

going to fund the processing of these applications.  You 

know, are we going to do this subject to general fund money 

being available for our staff to process and how are we 

going to handle that. 

  MS. MOORE:  I’ll have two comments on that.  One 

is we have done it in the past and we were out of funds for 

a couple of years -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  MS. MOORE:  -- and we produced an unfunded list 

and that unfunded list in my estimation was instrumental in 

passing a bond measure.  

  So we have a history of having done that and I 

can’t answer that today that we know how to do that today, 

but I would ask that we look at that as staff and that we’ve 

had a history for that.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I know we do, but the 

history was when we were in very different financial times. 

I can tell you --  

  MS. MOORE:  It did, but --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- which times it was 

and we were not -- it wasn’t anything near --  

  MS. MOORE:  It could be different financial times, 

but it still was bond funding.  We didn’t go into general 

fund to fund it.  It was bond funding.  It was times that we 
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were out.  So it has happened. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  But we weren’t -- 

right. 

  MS. MOORE:  And what I’m -- and I don’t have the 

answer today, but I think that we should investigate that 

knowing the history is that it has happened. 

  And then secondly just on the unfunded list, we 

also have had a time in our history, not saying it’s the 

perfect way to go forward, but you’re asking the question 

and this was it.   

  In 1998 when we all negotiated a reform -- a new 

program, the program that our partners, the building 

industry, talked about, we have a list at that time as well. 

It was an unfunded time and we had a list for the program 

that existed.   

  And what we did -- again I think it created the 

momentum and the amount of districts interested in passing a 

bond at the State level because they would receive matching 

share.  I think it completely drove that.  I know it did as 

a school district person at the time. 

  And what we did at that time is we reserved out 

the amount -- or part of the bond measure was that amount, 

what was on the list, and that it could go to that.  

  But actually what the legislation that reformed 

the program provided for, it provided for a choice.  And so 
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districts had the choice either to move forward with what 

they had on the unfunded list in an old program stage.  So 

we had this transition program with -- this transition 

time -- not a transition program, but a transition time.  

  They had the choice whether to continue in that 

old program because the bond measure had carved that out or 

to move forward in a new program.  So there has also been 

history on how you might handle that.   

  Not saying that’s how the Legislature when they 

put together the next bond measure wants to handle it, but 

it is a method that has been done in the past.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I don’t know how you 

give them a choice if you’ve got a new program and the old 

program doesn’t exist anymore.   

  MS. MOORE:  We did.  We did.  It was part of the 

implementing legislation and I’ll tell you as a school 

district employee at the time, it was my job to analyze what 

was better for the district.  And in some cases the new 

program was better for the district and in some cases the 

old program was.  

  And I -- it was just -- it was very district -- it 

was very locally oriented and districts could make their 

choices. 

  So that history also exists for this program and 

it was part of the implementing legislation and it was the 
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will of the Legislature at the time.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So let me ask another 

question and I don’t want to belabor the point, but the 

other three times we’ve kept lists, twice was for 

modernization and once for new construction, but we never 

had modernization, new construction, overcrowded relief -- 

we never had all the programs run out of money at the same 

time. 

  Are you suggesting that we reserve money from the 

program to be able to process?  I mean somehow there’s got 

to be some funding there to be able to process these claims 

and then do we -- you know, we take that money for two years 

to process and then maybe not fund a couple of projects 

instead.   

  I mean I’m just trying to figure out.  

  MS. MOORE:  Certainly I would suggest that.  I’m 

also very open to other ideas around how we manage this 

time.  I just know historically we’ve managed it before and 

both -- to my knowledge, both programs -- both major 

programs, modernization and new construction, were out of 

funds at the same time and that we did manage the program 

during that interim -- during that time period and we never 

went to the general fund to fund the program. 

  So the history is there for that and perhaps, you 

know, it would be best for the Board to discuss it -- you 
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know, to discuss it in depth and get that information and 

have all that before us, but the history has been there to 

operate in that manner.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  

And I just want to make sure I understand the motion 

correctly.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  There has not been one. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Oh, okay.  Well, I think 

if it’s the recommendation to go back to the Subcommittee to 

come up with some information and some recommendations back 

to the Board --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Implementation Committee.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Implementation 

Committee -- I don’t necessarily have a problem with that if 

we’re going to review this.  I think the devil’s in the 

details for me. 

  If you’re making an obligation list with some 

legal binding type of thing, whatever the bonds are, this is 

the order they’re going to go in and this and that, I think 

it’s hard to say because we’re a couple years off -- away 

from that bond, what it may look like, what it may be 

funding, new construction, old construction, you know, 

modernization, those type of things.   

  If it’s a needs type of test where we date stamp 
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and say this shows the need, it’s my impression from the 

Subcommittee what we’re going for is what is the need out 

there to go advocate for and a future bond issuance, I’m 

definitely in favor of that.   

  I’m -- and that’s -- I’m just curious how that 

language would be if we start taking applications under one 

program that may look totally different just like a 

different bond issuance before we have, you know, planned 

labor agreements that came out.  We have all this new stuff 

that Legislature keeps passing that will change one way or 

the other the way this thing looks.  

  Two years from now, we’ll probably have a lot more 

and I just want to make sure that this Board has the 

flexibility, whatever that Board is at that time, to use 

that as informational purposes.   

  We qualify projects under the new system and go 

out, but not necessarily locking them into a system that may 

not exist because we run out of funds here.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Moore.  

  MS. MOORE:  I understand the recommendation is for 

the Implementation Committee and the staff to do the devil’s 

in the detail and what I am simply asking is that we do not 

preclude any possible option to come back before the Board 

and then the Board has the opportunity for the full 

discussion, that we haven’t predisposed the discussion at 
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the Implementation nor at the staff level, but that we leave 

it open so that we can have the opportunity to have a robust 

discussion on how we might want that list to be. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Are you suggesting then 

that we not take action today but we get -- allow the 

Implementation to come back to us with details and hopefully 

included in those details is where we’re going to reserve 

funding to continue to do this for two years? 

  MS. MOORE:  Well, that’s what this recommendation 

says.  It says the Subcommittee recommends creation of a 

simplified list and -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  MS. MOORE:  -- this is what I’m speaking to, with 

details to be developed by staff and/or the Implementation 

Committee and I’m saying I support that.  I strongly support 

that, but I'd -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Our simplified list in 

my mind was not a true, what I would say, unfunded where 

you’re approving -- 

  MS. MOORE:  And that’s where I was asking -- 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  That’s what she’s adding on. 

  MS. MOORE:  That’s where I was asking for, 

Assembly Member Buchanan, if we could not preclude that 

discussion -- if we cannot predispose that discussion and 

ask for them -- for a robust discussion about any -- about 
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what the recommendation would be back to the Board. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Then my suggestion 

would be that we direct the Implementation Committee to come 

back to us and we take action at that point in time because 

my biggest concern is I don’t want to make promises that we 

can’t deliver.   

  I think it’s important to keep a list.  I think if 

you’re going to have a two-plus-year period where there’s 

absolutely no program in place that there -- you know, there 

are many different policies that have to be considered, but 

I believe, one, we’ve got to have a way to pay -- to process 

those applications and in my mind, if I’m going to vote for 

it, I want to be sure that I’m not promising a district 

something where they’re going out and making financial 

decisions and we end up not being able to deliver on it.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. MOORE:  I would -- I think we’re talking the 

same thing.  Ask the Implementation Committee to do their 

best at a recommendation with staff and come back before the 

Board and have a robust discussion.  I think -- 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  But not to preclude -- what 

you’re saying is not to -- 

  MS. MOORE:  Is not --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  -- preclude what she said -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I’m not precluding it. 
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I’m just saying because we want to expand what the intent 

was, I’d like to delay a vote on it from my perspective till 

I know exactly what it is we’re voting on. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  So just send -- right now to 

recommend that -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  The Implementation 

Committee --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Do we need a vote on that? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Well, we need to get consensus 

from the Board.  There’s a couple of issues going on here.  

  One of the questions is continue to accept 

applications beyond the current available authority.   

  MS. MOORE:  Oh, okay.  Gotcha’. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So I need to understand from 

staff, does this -- to continue -- in the absence of this 

authority or this direction from the Board, you will not 

accept beyond the bond authority and so you have nothing and 

if you -- if we’re telling you to go to the Implementation 

Committee, then you do nothing with those things until the 

Implementation comes with the recommendation to the Board 

and then we have the vote and the conversation and send it 

back if we don’t agree?   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's correct.  And there’s still 

projects that come in on a daily basis and those projects 

will increase our workload -- 
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  -- which and subject to whatever 

we have in our bank account for bond authority.  So we’re 

kind of teetering on that issue right now where we’re going 

to tip our hand and not have that extra authority to cover 

those projects that come through the door. 

  So, you know, I guess the sooner, the better for 

us to have that dialogue because we’re going to be -- we’re 

at that pinch point.  We’re going to be beyond our authority 

with projects that walk through the door.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So the Board action would be 

to allow you to continue to accept the applications beyond 

the bond authority, is going to be the threshold that you 

will need to meet; right?   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Right.  Right.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And then the second issue then 

is beyond that how does it look.  Is it a plain list as 

proposed by the committee and you take a look at it or is it 

more robust and includes perhaps an unfunded list as 

proposed by Ms. Moore?  Am I understanding the issue?   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I don’t think so 

because --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- the list beyond 

authority is the same list. 
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Well, that’s --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  That was my --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And I think there is 

consensus that we want to continue to demonstrate need -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- when that was part 

of the recommendation, it was tied in my mind to the 

recommendation that we were going to stretch out the 

program. 

  We’re not going to stretch out the program.  So I 

want to know, one, you know, where are we going to reserve 

money to continue processing applications and, two, 

Ms. Moore has brought up she wants to also take a look at 

whether we just accept applications or whether we provide 

some sort of unfunded approval I guess. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And I think that’s 

expanding what we intended to do.  And so what I’m saying 

from my perspective, I -- rather than voting on it today, 

which, you know, I’m not sure I can, I would like to see 

what it’s going to look like, where the money’s going to 

come from, and what exactly it is we’re recommending that we 

do because I don’t want to have -- I’m very concerned about 

having an approval and a district thinking that it’s going 
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to get money and if the program changes and it’s not going 

to get that, it’s making those financial decisions.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Lowenthal.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  What I don’t -- I don’t think 

we’re asking -- Ms. Moore is asking us to approve anything. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  The other way.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  It’s just to send to the -- to 

discuss -- when they come back, to discuss points that you 

brought up, where we’re going to fund it, and points that 

she’s brought up.  That’s all we’re asking to do.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And I think we’re in 

agreement, but I think we’re talking about a motion.  I 

don’t think we necessarily need a motion to do that.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Oh, really?  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Because I think we’re 

giving direction to staff and the Implementation Committee 

to bring that back to us so we can vote in terms of how 

we’re going to keep this list going into the future.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  That’s fine with me.  I just 

want to be real clear.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  You have that, but the staff 

does need direction on what to do.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Projects that walk through the 

door.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  For projects that walk through 
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the door.  That can’t -- so you do need a motion -- 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I don’t mind doing it.  I’m 

just not clear.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- to give them --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I think we’re in agreement. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I just want to --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  We just -- before we finally 

vote ultimately we know what we need the information.  It’s 

just how do we ask the Implementation Committee to do that 

is really what we’re saying.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s sort of two pieces to the 

motion.  Staff.   

  MR. MIRELES:  Mr. Chair, in the meantime, if we 

exhaust the authority between now and whenever the 

Implementation Committee has a discussion that it goes back 

to the Board for full action, we can continue to accept 

applications but not process them.  That’s one -- we do need 

that direction from the Board. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So you end up on date stamping 

which is what the original recommendation was.   So -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- we end up defaulting to 

what the Subcommittee recommended in the first place.   

  MR. MIRELES:  At minimum, we can accept the 

applications and not process them until we get further 
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direction from the Board on a true unfunded list.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  But you also will discuss and 

come back to the Board -- the Implementation Committee will 

come back to the Board about a true unfunded list.   

  MR. MIRELES:  That’s correct, Senator.  This is 

just if we exhaust the authority before we have that robust 

discussion and before we come back to the Board. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So do you need a motion 

that will say we’ll accept and date stamp applications --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- pending the 

recommendation from the Implementation Committee and further 

action by the Board.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So can I make that 

motion?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Was that sufficient? 

  MS. MOORE:  Could you say it again, Ms. Buchanan? 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  That we will accept and 

date stamp applications pending the Implementation 

Committee’s work and further action by the Board.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Is that sufficient direction? 

So at this point, we -- I just want to understand that we 

basically end up with this committee’s recommendations and 
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nothing more and then the Implementation Committee will come 

back and then at that point, you will propose what you will 

propose and then we will take action accordingly. 

  MR. SAVIDGE:  And not precluding all options 

including a -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  All options, so a robust 

discussion and --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.  Including those 

options and you will come with some recommendation.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And then the Board will vote 

up or down on the -- what I will refer to as enhancements of 

the list because we got to give you direction on a list now. 

What is the minimum it has. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's correct.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And then you will come in with 

the Implementation Committee on how that could be enhanced, 

so it will be robust, and then we will then take action on 

that particular list.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's correct.   

  MS. MOORE:  I’m good.  I’m good.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay?   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yeah, I think we’re good.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  All right.  So if somebody 

wants to make that motion.   

  MS. MOORE:  So move. 
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  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  No one knows what the 

motion --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Second.   

  MR. ALMANZA:  Second. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Second.  There’s a second.  

All in favor, say aye.  

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Opposed?  Abstentions?  Ayes I 

have it.  Thank you.  And I think that’s the end of the 

minor subject.   

  All right.  Options for execution of the 2012 

grant amounts.  We’re in Tab 10.  132.  This is a held-over 

from last time.   

  MR. WATANABE:  Yes.  Michael Watanabe with OPSC.  

This item is -- we’re bringing back from last month.   

  At the January Board, the Board approved the 

Marshall & Swift Eight California Cities to increase the per 

pupil grant for the School Facility Program grants.   

  That resulted in an increase of 3.76 percent. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Cut to the chase here. 

There are four options.  Option 1 is to provide no 

adjustment.  We already dissected this thing last time 

around.  

  MR. WATANABE:  The Board wanted a history.  We’ve 

put that on stamped page 134 of how the Board’s applied the 

245

ATTACHMENT C

463



  111 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

grant in the past.   

  Given where we are with bond authority and the 

unique circumstance where we’re out of cash and bond 

authority with no expectation of more bond authority in the 

future, staff’s recommending Option 1, the Board take no 

action and don’t provide adjusts to the school facility 

grants for any project added to the unfunded list prior to 

January 2012.   

  As a reminder, at the top of page 135, if the 

Board approved the CCI increase, the unfunded projects would 

need approximately 44 million in bond authority -- 11 

million for new construction.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  And the last time we 

took this issue up, Option 1 was moved.  It did not garner 

enough votes and nobody else had a substitute motion and in 

the absence of any motion, the default really is Option 1; 

right?  Am I -- do I understand this?  Yes.  Okay.  

Ms. Moore.  

  MR. WATANABE:  That’s correct.  Yes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes. 

  MS. MOORE:  As I read the statute, it says that 

the Board shall annually adjust the per unhoused pupil 

apportionment and so Option 1 doesn’t actually deal with 

that issue and if we are to adjust the apportionment, that 

means at the time that cash apportionment is provided to the 
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school district that it is adjusted.   

  And if that’s the case, I think we need an 

Option 5 that says we will adjust the apportionment to 2012 

if there is in 2012 -- if there’s -- the indice is at 2012 

now.  If we apportion a project in 2012, it should be 

applied to that project.  Am I reading this correctly.  

  MR. WATANABE:  That is correct. The risk where we 

are right now is we’re pretty much out of bond authority, so 

the apportionments are -- after that we won’t have authority 

to give them.   

  MS. MOORE:  It’s not authority.  An apportionment 

is not authority.  An apportionment already had authority.   

  MR. WATANABE:  Right.  But to give them increase, 

you’re going to need more bond authority.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  We have the cash to meet that 

adjustment; is that what you’re saying?   

  MS. MOORE:  Say it again.  And -- I’m not 

following you.  

  MR. WATANABE:  Right now what we’re projecting 

state of the new construction authority, so we’re going to 

run out in April 2012.  If the Board does not provide 

apportionments for those projects prior to April 2012, we 

won’t have authority to give them an increase for the CCI. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  When you say authority, say 

cash.  Bond money. 
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  MR. WATANABE:  No.  Authority.  We need bond 

authority to give them the increase.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Authority.  Okay.  Bond 

authority.  Okay.   

  MS. MOORE:  So we should both provide it for the 

authority, but we have to by law provide it for the 

apportionment, so we’d need both.   

  MR. WATANABE:  You will need the cash eventually, 

yes, when you plug them in also.  But the authority is the 

first part you need.   

  MS. MOORE:  So I think -- I guess -- and correct 

me if I’m wrong because I’ve been thinking about this a lot 

and it seems fairly complex.  However, the Board -- and I 

wasn’t here last Board meeting, so I apologize on that part, 

but I think I’m up to speed. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  That’s okay.   

  MS. MOORE:  The Board voted to -- for everything 

after 2012, that it be -- that it will on the authority 

action apply a 2012 indice.  

  MR. WATANABE:  Correct. 

  MS. MOORE:  And what I’m saying is in addition to 

that I think that the code -- is it code or regulation?   

  MR. WATANABE:  Statute.   

  MS. MOORE:  -- statute reads that it has to be 

applied on the apportionment.  So we apply it 2012 which 
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actually doesn’t do anything unless somebody comes in for 

cash.  That’s their budget, but when they come in for cash, 

as I read this, we have to give them the indice that exists. 

  MR. MIRELES:  One way -- Option 4 adjusts the 

unfunded list that we have now to increase for the CCI 2012. 

So you can take the authority that’s needed to update the 

complete unfunded list and if they come in and get an 

apportionment in 2012, the authority would have already been 

available for those projects.   

  MS. MOORE:  How about this?  Why not when they -- 

if they come in for an apportionment -- because it could be 

a 2010.  It could be a 2009.  It could have been an ’11.  

  When they come in in 2012 -- if they come in in 

2012, for an apportionment, at the same time you adjust 

their authority.  

  MR. MIRELES:  Yeah.  The Board -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  That’s an option.  

  MR. MIRELES:  That’s an option.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  That’s an option and one of 

the issues with that is that some of that money has already 

been spent.  The construction has already occurred.   

  MR. MIRELES:  Right.  I think that Option 4 would 

already give you an updated unfunded list to give them the 

2012 amounts.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  This is the problem and 
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it’s -- and I -- you know, when I made the recommendation 

before, it was under the -- you know, I’ve since learned 

that sometimes we’ve applied it retroactively and sometimes 

we haven’t, but this is the issue. 

  You’re going to give authority that goes up to 

your bonding capacity and if you wait to adjust the rates 

until you’re ready to fund the project, you are in -- you 

aren’t -- you don’t have a true list of what you’ve approved 

because I could have approved a project that’s $10 million, 

but if the rate goes up, it’s really -- I’m just using an 

$11 million project.   

  So I have to -- we have to have a consistent 

policy that either says yes, we go back or no, we don’t go 

back.  We’ve done both ways and when I argued last week, it 

was because with construction bids and stuff, we’re still 

below most of the estimates.  

  But you can’t -- you have to make a decision now 

because if now, they’re going to give approvals -- right -- 

and approve projects and then if I raise the other ones 

above them, these districts are going to think they’re in 

line for money and they’re not because we will have run out.  

  MS. MOORE:  I understand what you’re saying.  So 

you’re saying that the authority has to increase now even 

though we might not use it --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  To match the bonding 
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capacity. 

  MS. MOORE:  -- to match it.  And I guess I’m kind 

of -- I’m willing to support that because I actually think 

we’re out of compliance with law if we are not providing 

those projects in their apportionments with the 2012 indice 

which it indicates here.   

  And I’ll you, you know, in the old world when I 

know we’re not in for the last two years, but that indice 

happened at the time that you went out to bid and it made 

sense because that’s when you needed the cash.  That’s when 

the bid climate was like what it was -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And that’s what I 

think --  

  MS. MOORE:  -- and all of that and so by doing it 

at the apportionment stage, it matches that and we did 

all -- you know, full disclosure.  We did also when the year 

that it dipped, we didn’t give them the dip, you know, and I 

realize that that’s wanting your cake and eat it too, but 

then I realize that it’s the apportionment.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, my suggestion 

is -- I mean this is the sword I’m going to fall on one way 

or the other -- is that we -- if we -- I actually agree with 

you by the way.  They should be getting it at the time they 

bid and some of them come in retroactively and get it at the 

higher amount.  
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  But I think that right now given our system would 

probably be an accounting nightmare for staff.   

  But if -- whatever we decide to do, I would 

suggest that we make sure we clarify that so we don’t end up 

where we are now where we’ve done one thing one time and 

another, another and we have that clarity and then it’s 

undone consistently in the future. 

  So if it should be that they all get whatever the 

grant amount is at the time that they request funds or we 

give the authority, then let’s do that and then we have to 

clarify it so that we don’t continue to be where we’ve been 

in the past where we haven’t been quite so consistent.  

  MS. MOORE:  So in order to do that, what option is 

that?  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  4. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And that’s the most expensive 

option; right?   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, it just means 

that fewer projects will get apportioned.  We only have so 

much money, so -- you know.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So is there a motion?  Is 

there any comments from the public?  Thank you.  We 

discussed this last time.   

  MS. MOORE:  I’ll move Option 4.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So it’s been moved.  Second? 
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Okay.  Any other options?   

  MS. MOORE:  Can I try one other thing?  And maybe 

you’ve already --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Hold on.  Mr. Hagman --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  I’m just back to the 

Chair.  You said that default’s Option 1 if nothing else 

passes; correct? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.  Okay.  Do you want to 

move Option 1?   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Well, I don’t think we 

need to if it defaults there, but I’ll move Option 1.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Moved Option 1.  Ms. Moore, 

you had a comment?  

  MS. MOORE:  I just want to ask clarity one last 

time.  If -- well, you -- I guess I’m not speaking to the 

Option 1 piece.  So I have a question on a different -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  So it’s been moved.  Is 

there a second, then we can have the conversation.  Is there 

a second?   

  MR. ALMANZA:  I’ll second.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Almanza second.  Okay.  

Ms. Moore.  

  MS. MOORE:  My question is still on my Option 5 

where we only apply it to the apportionments that are done 

in 2012 as the law states.  Is that possible to do? 
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  MR. MIRELES:  It depends if we have authority.  

Option 4, what it does is it reserves the authority at the 

2012 levels and if they -- if those projects -- the projects 

on the unfunded list right now, they have what they were 

approved by the Board.   

  So if you adjust them to give them the 2012 

levels, when they get an apportionment, if they get cash, 

then they’re going to get the apportionment based on the 

2012 amounts because you’ve already increased the amount. 

  So you have to -- to reserve enough authority, it 

would be Option 4 to adjust everybody to the 2012 amounts 

and if any of those projects that are on the unfunded list 

get an apportionment in 2012, they would have enough 

authority. 

  MS. MOORE:  Right.  And so what we did not agree 

to do because it was a failed motion, that we would increase 

them all as kind of planning in case somebody comes in.  And 

what I was saying is when somebody comes in, it’s we adjust 

then authority then and Assembly Member Buchanan rightly 

points out, well, that might not turn out really well in the 

end. 

  And I understand that, but I also know that we are 

out of compliance with law.  So the law states that it’s 

adjusted at apportionment.  So how do we get around that 

issue? 
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  MR. MIRELES:  The Board has done this in the past. 

Prior years, they have --  

  MS. MOORE:   Well, but does that make it legal?  

Henry? 

  MR. NANJO:  As long as at the time of 

apportionment you give the amount that you are authorizing 

as a CCI, you’re fine.  What this action does is it creates 

a reservation of those amounts for all projects instead of 

the ones that just really come in and --  

  MS. MOORE:  I hear you. 

  MR. NANJO:  -- and the only problem with that -- 

that gets to the goal that you’re talking about, Ms. Moore, 

but the problem with that is it uses up the bond authority 

so you are not -- you don’t have that flexibility to use 

that money for other projects that may come in later.   

  MS. MOORE:  I hear that and I hear the problem 

with over -- potentially overinflating and I see the will of 

the Board on not wanting to put that kind of authority in, 

but I also believe that we’re out of legal compliance. 

  MR. NANJO:  Technically you’re not out of legal 

compliance unless you make an apportionment and you don’t do 

the adjustment.   

  MS. MOORE:  Okay.   

  MR. NANJO:  As long as at that time you catch up 

and you do give the apportionment at that time, you’re fine. 
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  MS. MOORE:  So we do have to do the 2012 

adjustment on any cash apportioned in 2012.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That’s correct, but even back in 

2010 when there was a decrease, we didn’t honor that same 

commitment to the Ed Code by decreasing the projects as 

well.  So I think we’ve gone back and forth on that fence.   

  MS. MOORE:  Gotcha’. 

  MR. NANJO:  This Board has handled it both ways, 

correctly and potentially incorrectly depending on how you 

interpret it.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Hancock.   

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  So I was just going to suggest 

that we would move Option 1 with the amendment that if a 

project was final we would in fact only reimburse for the 

actual cost.  Now does that solve the problem or not?   

  MS. MOORE:  No.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No.   

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  No.  Okay.  Never mind.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  It seems logical. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Option 1’s been moved and 

seconded.  Want to call the roll.  Yes.  I invited public 

testimony earlier.  Nobody came up.  In fact it was a joke 

because I said thank you.  But go ahead, if you want to come 

in, I certainly don’t want to censor anybody.   
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  AUDIENCE:  I just thought I heard Ms. Moore 

author --  

  MS. JONES:  There was no second. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  There was no second to it.   

  AUDIENCE:  Sorry -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  So but Option 1 was 

moved and seconded.  So that still is before us in case 

anybody’s striking back there.  All right.  Call the roll. 

  MS. JONES:  Lowenthal. 

  Hancock. 

  Lara. 

  Buchanan.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Aye.  

  MS. JONES:  Moore. 

  MS. MOORE:  No.  

  MS. JONES:  Reyes.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Aye.   

  MS. JONES:  Motion does not pass.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  We were here last 

month. 

  MS. MOORE:  Okay.  I’ll make a motion.  My prior 
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motion for Option 4 died for lack of a second; correct? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Correct. 

  MS. MOORE:  Okay.  So I’ll move Option 5 and that 

is that projects that are apportioned in 2012 will receive 

the 2012 indice and the authority at the same time.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Is that something that can be 

done? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  You have to keep a reservation of 

funds -- of authority on the side just in case we -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Of how much?  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  -- to cover those projects.  It 

all depends because we have the cert period.  We have 760 

projects -- or $760 million in projects that came in waiting 

for a bond sale to execute to move those apportionments 

over.  So you could technically reserve for that pot of 

funds, but then that’s all conditional because there could 

be also a spring and fall bond sale.   

  So it’s probably best to keep a reservation of the 

entire list as a backup and then credit the account once 

those projects have come in.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Could you walk me 

through -- I mean we have unfunded approvals.  We have 

apportionments.  We have funding.  So what you’re talking 

about is they would get an unfunded approval at a certain 

amount.  Now, the apportionment would be at the 2012 rate if 
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it’s approved in 2012.  

  MS. MOORE:  If it’s cashed in 2012.  I’m using 

cash and apportionment synonymously because that’s where it 

is now.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  You’re talking about -- 

okay.  What you’re funding at.  So --  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  If they’re apportioned, it has 

to be at the new level.  That’s all.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Okay.  Right.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So you need to --  

  MS. MOORE:  I would second that.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So you need to -- okay.  It’s 

been moved and second.  So you need to set aside some 

unknown amount --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Right.  In order to cover 

potentially projects that come in through the door and since 

the universe is unknown about how much cash we’re going to 

get, we would have to potentially reserve for the entire 

list just to be safe.   

  MR. NANJO:  Which is Option 4.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Which is Option 4. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Option 4.  So -- 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  By credit back -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So you have to -- what 

Option 5 is you would set aside essentially $44 million and 
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then the actual expense would depend on what actually comes 

in.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's correct.   

  MS. MOORE:  I have another idea that -- because I 

think that might -- I see that that -- that did not have the 

support of the Board.  

  So we know now the universe of those projects that 

will, once we receive cash, say they have -- they can in 90 

days perfect a project, what we just -- you reported on that 

today.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's correct.   

  MS. MOORE:  What if we held the authority and 

provided the apportionment with the 2012 indice for that 

universe. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  But you still have another 

certification round that actually opens up in July and 

August, so you would still -- there could be additional 

pressure by not having a reserve. 

  MS. MOORE:  I’m not saying to -- I’m not -- we 

would have to take that action on those projects later. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Right.  At that time.  

  MS. MOORE:  I’m saying the universe that we know 

right now and what its amount is -- 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Right. 

  MS. MOORE:  That we would apportion and authority 
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for those projects. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Reserve it.  

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Yes. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  So are we not back to 

Option 4?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes.   

  MS. MOORE:  No. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  No.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes. 

  MR. NANJO:  That is Option 4.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  That is Option 4.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Could you explain -- 

yeah.   

  MS. MOORE:  It’s not because Option 4 is the 

entire unfunded list and --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  But you can’t -- if you 

don’t do the -- the entire list is going to be 2012 or 

later; right?  So the entire list is -- you can’t -- if 

something’s on the list now, it’s not going to get a 2011 

approval.  That’s passed.  So it’s either going to get a 

2012 approval or later.  

  So you’ve got to increase the amount for all the 

projects on the list to 2012.   

  The real question that’s going to come up is, one, 

if you don’t do it now, you may not be able -- you know, 
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we -- if you’re going to do that, you’d better do it now 

because you don’t want to have other projects that submit 

applications and we can’t approve them because we’ve taken 

that authority because we are basically reserving authority 

for those projects. 

  The other issue that will come up if for some 

reason, you know, money -- we still have money in 2013, then 

you’re going to potentially have a situation where you can’t 

increase them all because you will have had a greater -- you 

will have apportioned more money than you have in bonding 

authority.   

  MS. MOORE:  I guess I am not seeing that my motion 

is saying to approve authority as Option 4.  I am saying 

approve authority and apportionment for the universe that we 

know is coming in for cash with this last round of -- what 

do we call it?  Priority --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Certification.   

  MS. MOORE:  Certification.  That’s all my motion 

covers. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And so anyone that 

comes in later would get the 2011 [sic] apportionment? 

  MS. MOORE:  We don’t -- I say we have to determine 

that later. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, I think you’ve 

got to be consistent with people.   
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  MR. NANJO:  The problem is you’re legally 

obligated to give that same adjustment to those other ones 

that come in in 2012.  What Option 1 does is it allows the 

Board to potentially calculate for the -- okay.  Let me take 

a step back. 

  The reason the Board hasn’t done Option 4 in the 

past is because historically the staff and the Board knows 

that there is some number, however large or small, of those 

approved projects that for whatever reason will drop out and 

not come in.  

  So to prevent that project that ultimately is 

going to drop out from reserving money that could be used 

for a project that is going to come through, that’s why 

Option 4 was not used by the Board in the past.  

  If you’re going to give the adjustment -- or 

you’re prepared to give the adjustment for the projects that 

come in, you have to reserve the funds so that you have the 

funds available for every project on the list even though 

you know some of the ones may not come in because you don’t 

know which ones those are going to be.  

  I don’t know if that helps or not, but that’s -- 

  MS. MOORE:  Right now I do know the ones that it’s 

going to be because we have a certified list.  I don’t see 

where --  

  MR. NANJO:  That’s what -- 
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  MS. MOORE:  I don’t see where taking this action 

and this vote now sets the course for projects that aren’t 

on that certified list. 

  MR. NANJO:  We’re not talking about projects that 

weren’t on the list.  We’re talking about projects that are 

on the list but for whatever reason may not come through.  

You’re reserving the funds -- the adjustment and all we’re 

talking about is the CCI adjustment for those projects. 

  You’re giving them those adjustments even though 

those projects may not come in.   

  MS. MOORE:  All right.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  So you had a motion and 

it had been seconded.  Do you want to withdraw the motion or 

do you want to proceed? 

  MS. MOORE:  I would like to proceed.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Call the roll, please. 

  MS. JONES:  Lowenthal. 

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Hancock. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Lara. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER LARA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Buchanan. 

  Hagman. 

  Almanza. 
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  Moore. 

  MS. MOORE:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Reyes.  Motion does not carry. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  All right.  So moving 

on then.  Item 13.  Priority funding process. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  You know, in the spirit of trying 

to keep it short.  So we actually have a policy question in 

play as far as the Board actually established the priority 

in funding process in regulations and obviously the process 

has evolved over the last year and a half.  

  And with that regulation change, the process has 

been established in two periods leaving the 30 days open and 

effective near the bond sale.  So with that respect, the 

regulations were adopted by the Board back in May and the 

regulations were put in effect in July. 

  The opened up the certification period for the 

period in question.   

  So those certifications are actually valid until 

January 10th.  So if I can draw attention to page 155a, 

there’s a timeline that we have produced that kind of 

outlines the question.   

  We did have projects that came in with rescissions 

and the cash did become available.  Well, the Board actually 

did take a pro forma action and declaring those projects 

credited back to the bond authority back in December, 
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although the cash technically was available at the end of 

October.   

  Since the certifications are valid between August 

through January 10, our understanding of how the regulation 

is very prescriptive that the certifications must be valid 

before we can give apportionments and again the whole 

purpose of the certification and the Board adopted this 

whole process is again provide clarity on how we fund 

projects. 

  So the real question is outside of that December 

action making those projects now deemed available, can the 

Board actually fund projects with invalid certification 

bringing that forward to the January Board because the 

certifications are no longer valid.  

  So that’s really the policy question for the 

Board.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  This is an 

informational item.  I know that we have some folks that 

want to testify on this, but it is informational.   

  Ms. Moore, you have your mic up.  Please -- 

  MS. MOORE:  I’ll wait for testimony.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Before you do that, we have 

some -- Mr. Lara, do you want to be recorded as an aye on 

the consent -- well, you were here for the -- 

  MR. LARA:  Yeah.   
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  You were here for the consent, 

for the Minutes.  He was here.  Senator Lowenthal.   

  SENATOR LOWENTHAL:  I want to be aye. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Aye.  And then will you 

please -- what’s missing on the -- I just want to make sure 

I have everybody.  

  MS. MOORE:  Wasn’t I on consent as well? 

  MS. JONES:  You actually had approval votes on all 

those and then we started doing the new construction which 

is roll call. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  So we’re good on all 

the votes. 

  MS. JONES:  Everybody’s caught up. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  It’s caught up.  And 

then Mr. Lara wants to be recorded as a -- 

  MR. LARA:  A no. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- on the recommendation -- 

which one? 

  MR. LARA:  I’ll tell you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Hold on a sec.  The item that 

failed.  But just to be clear.   

  MS. JONES:  Okay.  Be clear, please.  What item -- 

no, I’m kidding.   

  MR. LARA:  Item 3.   

  MS. JONES:  Item 3, okay.  Thank you.   
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  The metering out item.  Okay. 

Thank you.  That piece --  

  MS. JONES:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  All right.  Yes.  

He abstained and then realized that he really wanted to go 

as a no vote on it.  So -- okay.  Thank you.  I apologize.  

Please proceed. 

  MS. GASTON:  Cheryl Gaston, Oceanside Unified 

School District.  The district is requesting that the State 

Allocation Board allocate the funds that are available from 

the rescissions based on the priority list that was in place 

when those funds became available. 

  We believe that the regulations allow it and that 

it meets the goal of putting out as much cash as possible 

and would certainly allow some projects to go forward as 

soon as possible.   

  We are really not sure when the next bond sale 

will be to fund those that have the unfunded approvals and 

the priority funding that occurred in January was projects 

that were approved in January of ’11.  So that’s basically a 

whole year. 

  We’re beginning to see the construction prices 

increasing for us.  So it’s important for us to get going as 

soon as we possibly can.   

  When we looked at the item in the SAB agenda, it 
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appeared to be an argument against funding these as soon as 

possible as opposed to making them available as soon as 

possible.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Bruce.  

  MR. HANCOCK:  Thank you, Chairman Reyes, members 

of the Board.  I’m Bruce Hancock, Hancock, Park, and DeLong. 

  We’ve been working with Oceanside on this and 

other issues and when it came up, I thought it raised a very 

important policy question that frankly I had misunderstood I 

guess.  

  I did participate or at least attend all the 

Subcommittee discussions on the priority fund round and I 

thought that I understood that essentially a basic rule of 

the priority funding was that when money became available, 

it would be given to projects on the list at that time.  

  And I don’t -- I certainly wouldn’t maintain that 

we discussed that in, you know, the various -- the 

Subcommittee or at this Board.  It was just simply my 

understanding of what the policy was.  

  When Oceanside raised this issue, it brought to 

light the idea -- the circumstance that in fact maybe we’re 

not all agreeing on what the policy is and so for that 

reason, we’d like to ask the Board to weigh on it because it 

seems that policy under the definition that OPSC has 

provided to the Board in this very good write-up today 
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really is that funding is provided to districts who are on 

the list when the apportionments are made as opposed to 

those on the list when the funding becomes available. 

  I think that there’s an important -- this very 

important distinction there and it just so happens that 

because we have crossed the border from one priority list to 

another, we see the outcome or we see why the distinction is 

important.   

  The funding became available while Oceanside 

Unified and other school districts I’m sure were valid 

priority list projects who had submitted valid 

certifications, but because of necessary administrative 

actions -- and we definitely do not argue that there may be 

times when apportionments cannot be made virtually 

overnight.   

  OPSC has produced miracle after miracle in 

bringing huge amounts of apportionments forward.  They’re 

not always going to be able to do that and not every 

situation will be -- allow that accomplishment.  

  But we think that if you use the apportionment as 

the determination of which projects should get the funding, 

you introduce an ambiguity into the program.  

  The date that funding becomes available is a date 

certain and if it isn’t a date certain, then maybe the Board 

needs to talk about that.   
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  But when you introduce that it’s when the 

apportionment happens, you introduce, as I said, an 

ambiguity.  When will that be?  The next month?  Three 

months further?  And in this particular case, it’s caused us 

to cross a threshold so that the funding will go -- or could 

possibly go to districts that were not on the list when the 

funding became available. 

  That seems to Oceanside and to me as not in 

conformance with the way I understood the Board’s priority 

point process and we really very much appreciate your time 

and consideration and we do second the idea that we need to 

have clarify.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Moore.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Go ahead.  I just -- 

how many priority funding rounds have we had?   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  We’ve actually had -- the first 

one we created an informal certification period and that was 

in 2010 then we actually -- early 2010 for 400 million.  

December 2010, we actually had another certification round 

because we had a bond sale and then we constituted this new 

one because we had established regulations.  So we’ve had 

three.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And districts who 

haven’t received funding or apportionment, have they 

reapplied in the next round? 
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  MS. SILVERMAN:  That’s correct. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And that’s been the 

standard practice? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's correct.  If they didn’t 

receive the cash, they could recertify. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  And when you talk about 

ambiguity -- 

  MR. HANCOCK:  Yes. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- and wanting clarity, 

I think for a district to not receive an apportionment but 

not to reapply in a subsequent round -- 

  MR. HANCOCK:  Oh. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- you know, I mean to 

keep that list creates more uncertainty because you don’t 

know if all the projects are going to perfect or if some of 

them aren’t.   

  So what is -- so having -- you know, treating it 

the way we’ve been where if you don’t receive it, you 

reapply in the next round, it seems to me that that is a 

better way to do it. 

  MR. HANCOCK:  Thank you for the opportunity to 

address that. 

  First of all, Oceanside did apply for the next 

round, but there’s an important consideration here.  Each 

round of the priority funding is a fresh start.  Projects 
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that did not request it previously can request it this time 

and in that case, some of those projects may move to the top 

of the list and so it is -- even though a district may 

reapply, when they were let’s say number one on the unfunded 

list if you’ll call it that -- priority list that didn’t get 

money, when the next list is constituted, even when that 

district refiles -- which in this case they did -- they may 

no longer be within the funding range because other 

districts have moved to the top of the list. 

  I don’t want it to sound like this is a war 

between districts.  It is an issue about clarity of what is 

the determining factor of what list gets the funding.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well --  

  MS. GASTON:  Could I add something to that.  The 

amount of funds available from the rescissions when I looked 

at the list last time was about a 40-something million 

dollars and there was -- there’s approximately $700 million 

worth of certified projects for the next funding round. 

  You know, part of the request is we have 

$60 million, can we allocate that to eligible projects 

instead of waiting for another bond sale. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. -- oh, go ahead.  I’m 

sorry.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, I think the 

question you’re asking is which projects do you allocate it 
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to.  That’s where you want clarity.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  We would have to follow the 

validated cert list which is -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  -- now the one in play right now. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Moore and then Mr. Hagman. 

  MS. MOORE:  To put it in -- if I may and 

correct -- please correct me if I’m wrong in simplified 

terms. 

  We heard at the beginning of the meeting that 

there was 60 million that wasn’t apportioned during the 

previous bond -- from the previous bond sale. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  No.  We have 11 million from the 

prior bond sale -- 11 and a half million which we reported 

out in December apportionment that we couldn’t get to all 

the projects.  Plus we had the 47 plus million.  So that 

makes up the 60 million.  

  MS. MOORE:  The 47- that was rescinded during that 

project time.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Right.  Plus the 11 and a half.  

  MS. MOORE:  So in simple terms then, the 

60 million became available during the first -- the 

certification period that we were previously in and what the 

policy question is, is -- in my mind, is does the cash go to 
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those that are on that certification list during the time 

when the cash arrives or are there circumstances that we 

hold that cash to a future certification list and you’re 

indicating that it’s been the circumstance that that 

happens --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Right. 

  MS. MOORE:  -- previously, but it’s a big policy 

issue and I guess the reason that I’m empathetic to the 

policy issue -- and maybe we can’t do anything about it 

because it’s an information item -- but if the Board is 

inclined, we could have the policy discussion with an action 

item is this.   

  Those are known.  You know, it’s known when -- who 

certified and how they certified and it’s also known when 

the cash came in.  And it seems that it’s not subject to -- 

and I’m not saying intentional nor unintentional 

manipulation. 

  But when you have it such that there -- the cash 

comes in and for whatever reason -- could be great 

reasons -- for whatever reason, it isn’t apportioned during 

that time period, it moves to the next slot, it seems that 

that is -- it could be subject to manipulation and/or -- 

intended or not and those are a whole different circumstance 

of projects as is indicated.  

  And so I think it merits more discussion 
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policy-wise.  I don’t know.  Do any of my other Board 

members support that? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman has a comment.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  I just -- this is a good 

example of why taking these date stamps of projects when we 

run out of funds and wait two to three years for bonds.  

That’s going to create lots of issues coming up if you 

prioritize them.  

  It’s one thing to get an indication what you need 

for bonding authority in the future.  It’s another thing to 

state date stamping who got in first and when you do that 

policy because as time goes -- you know, six months is one 

thing, but, you know, a year, two years more in between 

these rounds to say that needs assessment, that priority 

list that was done two years ago is the same for the 

districts much less the State, you know, a certain period of 

time later, it’s that timeline.  

  If you just leave a blank policy one way or the 

other, then you’ll have a definition of how long that’s good 

for and if it does take another year or possibly three years 

now before we have another bond sale, then that list may not 

be valid anymore.   

  And I think that’s why you go for these different 

rounds and just like you’re applying for grants or anything 

else, there’s going to be winners and losers all the time.   

276

ATTACHMENT C

494



  142 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

  And if the certification period is the timeline 

that you’ve been using in the past, it’s only open for that 

period of time, that means these projects are certified, 

ready to go, and they meet the qualifications, then the 

policy discussion may be that is there priority to those 

projects, then they get to recertify and be put at the top 

of the list, but you don’t have that timeline.  

  So I think instead of saying just automatically go 

back to the first funding or automatically do this that you 

may want to have discussion, okay, what is that timeline, 

what is the procedure for those who didn’t make that list 

and they come for the next list with priority because 

they’ve been waiting longer.   

  I think that’s the fairness question you’re trying 

address, but for me --  

  MS. MOORE:  Sort of.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  -- there's a difference 

in the timeline and that’s why you have that certification 

period right now.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan.  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  I think the 

question -- I mean one is it would change the practice of 

what we’re doing, but I think the question is when money 

comes back into a program, does that come back to the New 

Construction Program or Modernization Program or does it go 
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back to a specific round of apportionment.  

  Is the intent to apportion a certain amount of 

money in a round or is the intent to keep that money, even 

if it comes back or whatever, only with that round.  It 

seems to me -- and I could be wrong and I -- we obviously -- 

we probably don’t want to be here forever tonight -- that’s 

the essential question.  

  When money comes back, does it stay with the New 

Construction Program, for example, so that that would go 

into the next round of apportionment or is money there to 

stay strictly with the round? 

  It seems to me the practice has been when money 

comes back, it comes back to the program and it gets 

apportioned out according to how you’re going to do it -- 

the priority -- how you decide you’re going to do that in 

the future and that seems to me to have been what the past 

practice has been with the programs, what you’re -- if 

you’re -- if we change to what you’re suggesting, we’re 

going to say basically that money stays with that round of 

apportionment and if you don’t -- if someone doesn’t 

perfect, then you stick with that round.  

  I think -- to me that’s the essential policy of 

which -- 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  What --  

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN:  I think the cleaner 
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thing is to if money comes back for whatever reason, I think 

it stays with the program, but it’s -- you’re going to, you 

know, allocate that in the future.  That would be -- but I’m 

open to having a much deeper discussion. 

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  Yeah.  We should put it 

as a policy question.  But let’s say that you are number one 

and number two, just your example, and then you reapply for 

the new funding round and let’s say you’re at the top versus 

the bottom and got funded.  

  Now you still have this list, that list, you know, 

partial funding coming in here, how do you start to 

prioritize them and blend those together.   

  And I think getting back to the policy question 

would be the people left on that list, do they go to the top 

of the list in the next round, but then there’s a great 

period of time, are they still qualified?  Do they still 

have the same need when that time goes through.   

  So bring it up another day, Mr. Chair, and we’ll 

look it.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah.  I think it also raises 

the issue of what happens when you audit money.  You know, 

does that money belong to that apportionment back then or 

does it belong to the fund.  But anyway --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yeah, and --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- so -- 
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  MS. SILVERMAN:  Absent of any action, just to FYI, 

we said that we would move $60 million forward, but I guess 

that’s still in play and just realize we can suspend that 

action until we have the bigger dialogue.  I just want to 

let you know that’s somewhat of a commitment --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Well, we don’t have -- this is 

not an action item.  This is informational, so status quo 

until the Board comes up with something different.   

  Ms. Moore.   

  MS. MOORE:  Can we ask for the policy discussion 

to happen then I guess or -- because we’re not having it 

right now -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Right.  

  MS. MOORE:  -- because it’s information.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Can we send it to 

Implementation Committee to come back with the options so 

they can do all the discussion among the peers and come back 

with something?  Is that okay?   

  MS. MOORE:  I’m good with that.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  I’m saying okay.  Bill, 

congratulations.   

  MR. SAVIDGE:  Thank you, sir.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MR. SAVIDGE:  -- two meetings --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  We do have one other 
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informational item, Joint Use Fund Release Status Report. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes.  And the status of that is 

that project did come in for their cash.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  So we’re -- and then we have the 

workload list.  That’s attached on Tab 14.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN:  No questions. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  And we’re done.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  All right.  Thank you.   

 (Whereupon, at 6:58 p.m. the proceedings were recessed.) 

---oOo--- 
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PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To provide options for applying the annual grant adjustments to School Facility Program (SFP) project approvals 
based on the change in the Class B Construction Cost Index as approved by the State Allocation Board (Board). 

DESCRIPTION 

As a part of this agenda, the Board will take action on the annual adjustment to the SFP grants based on the 
change in construction costs for 2012, which will establish the 2013 SFP grant amounts.  This item presents 
options to the Board for applying the 2013 SFP grant amounts.  In addition to projects added to the 
Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) in 2013, the Board could consider applying the 2013 grant amounts to 
projects previously added to the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) and/or the Unfunded List.  Hereafter, 
the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) will be referred to as the list of unfunded approvals.  

AUTHORITY 

Education Code (EC) Section 17070.63(a) states: “The total funding provided under this chapter shall 
constitute the state's full and final contribution to the project and for eligibility for state facilities funding 
represented by the number of unhoused pupils for which the school district is receiving the state grant. As a 
condition of receipt of funds, a school district shall certify that the grant amount, combined with local funds, 
shall be sufficient to complete the school construction project for which the grant is intended.” 

For New Construction grant, EC Section 17072.10(b) states, “The board shall annually adjust the per-
unhoused-pupil apportionment to reflect construction cost changes, as set forth in the statewide cost index 
for class B construction as determined by the board.”   

For Modernization funding, EC Section 17074.10(b) states, “The board shall annually adjust the factors set 
forth in subdivision (a) according to the adjustment for inflation set forth in the statewide cost index for class 
B construction, as determined by the board.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.2 defines “Class B Construction Cost Index (CCI)” as a “construction factor 
index for structures made of reinforced concrete or steel frames, concrete floors, and roofs, and accepted 
and used by the Board.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.71 states, “The new construction per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as 
provided by Education Code Section 17072.10(a), will be adjusted annually based on the change in the 
Class B Construction Cost Index as approved by the Board each January.”   

SFP Regulation Section 1859.78 states, “The modernization per-unhoused-pupil grant amount, as provided 
by Education Code Section 17074.10(a), will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B 
Construction Cost Index as approved by the Board each January.”  

BACKGROUND 

Statute requires the Board to annually adjust the SFP pupil grant amounts to reflect statewide construction 
cost changes.  

(Continued on Page Two) 
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BACKGROUND (cont.) 

The M&S Eight California Cities Index is the only Class B index that uses exclusively California cities to 
capture material and prevailing wage costs in California.  The Board adopted the M&S Eight California Cities 
Index to make the annual adjustment for 2009, 2010, and 2011, and at the January 2012 meeting adopted 
the M&S Eight California Cities Index for 2012 and future years.   

At its January 2010 meeting, the annual adjustment resulted in a 6.74 percent decrease to the per-unhoused-
pupil grant.  This was the only decrease in the history of the SFP.  The Board elected to only apply the 
adjusted grant amounts to projects awarded an unfunded approval on and after March 2010.  Because of this 
decrease for 2010, the Board expressed a desire to maintain the flexibility to specifically adjust those projects 
should the grant amounts once again increase in 2011. 

At its January 2011 meeting, the annual adjustment resulted in a 4.28 percent increase to the per-
unhoused-pupil grant with corresponding increases to 2011 project allocations.  The Board also elected to 
apply the 2011 CCI adjustment to the projects added to the list of unfunded approvals in March through 
December 2010, in order to include all projects that were awarded using the 2010 grant amounts.   

At its January 2012 meeting, the Board adopted the M&S Eight California Cities index, which resulted in an 
increase to the per-unhoused-pupil grant of 3.76 percent with corresponding increases to 2012 project 
allocations.  The Board also expressed its preference to use this Index for future years.   

Staff is presenting a separate item in the Consent portion of this agenda that recommends the adoption of the 
M&S Eight California Cities index for 2013.  If adopted, this index will apply a CCI increase of 3.13 percent. 

STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS 

The Board approval dates for projects on the list of unfunded approvals range from 2009 through 
December 2012.  Since unfunded approvals are not yet apportionments, they are not subject to the statutory 
“full and final” provisions and can be adjusted for the CCI at the discretion of the Board.  Since 2009, the CCI 
adjustment determined by the Board at the start of a year has only been applied to projects approved or 
apportioned in that same calendar year with one exception.  Because the 2010 CCI adjustment was a 
negative 6.74 percent, the Board opted to apply the 2011 CCI adjustment (+4.28 percent) to the projects on 
the list of unfunded approvals that had received the 2010 grant amounts.   

The Board could consider applying the 2013 CCI grant amounts to unfunded approvals from prior years.  If 
the Board adopts the M&S Eight California Cities index for 2013 and approves applying the adjustment to 
projects on the list of unfunded approvals from prior years, this action would increase those grants by 3.13 
percent.  Additional bond authority would be required for such an increase. 

Estimated Additional Bond Authority Required for Increases 

The following table provides an estimate of the additional bond authority required if the 2013 grant amounts 
were applied to projects on the list of unfunded approvals by year: 

(Continued on Page Three) 
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 

Unfunded Approval 
Date 

Grant Amount 
By Year  

Number of 
Projects 

Current Value of 
Unfunded Approvals 

Estimated Impact if 2013 
Grant Amount is Applied 

January 2009 through 
February 2010 

2009 9 $27,171,833 $851,160 Increase

March 2010 through 
December 2010 

2011 37 $63,215,192 $1,980,222 Increase

January 2011 through 
December 2011 

2011 48 $195,323,179 $6,118,518 Increase

January 2012 through 
December 2012 

2012 303 $500,975,576 $15,693,110 Increase

Estimated Total Potential Impact $24,643,010 Increase 

Applying the 3.13 percent increase to the unfunded approvals awarded prior to 2013 would require up to 
$24,643,010 in additional bond authority from Propositions 47, 55, and 1D.  Since Staff has already received 
and is processing applications sufficient to exhaust all remaining new construction and modernization bond 
authority, increasing previously approved unfunded approvals will potentially result in fewer applications 
receiving an unfunded approval. 

Additional Considerations 

There are additional considerations for the Board when deciding how to apply the 2013 CCI adjustment, 
which include the applications that the OPSC has received beyond available bond authority.   

Unfunded List 
In addition to the list of unfunded approvals, as of the December 2012 Board meeting, there are 33 
modernization applications totaling approximately $76.8 million on the Unfunded List.  There is no bond 
authority remaining to allocate to these applications.  If the 2013 adjustment was applied to these projects, 
the result would demonstrate an increased future need for additional bond authority.   

Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority List 
On November 1, 2012, the Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority List became effective in the SFP 
Regulations.  This list includes eligibility and funding applications that the OPSC has accepted in order to 
determine if they meet the definition of an Approved Application.  If the application meets this criterion, it will 
be presented to the Board for acknowledgment only.  No further processing will be performed.  The current 
SFP grants amounts would be applied if these applications are processed in the future.  Therefore, they are 
not presented for potential adjustment.  

The list of unfunded approvals includes items for the Charter School Facilities Program and Critically 
Overcrowded Schools Program, such as advance fund releases for design, site or Environmental Hardship.  
These items are not truly unfunded approvals.  The grants for these advance funding items are either based 
on a set formula or actual costs, not the current year CCI.  They were added to the list for the purposes of 
providing a mechanism to fund these advances.  The current year grant amounts will be applied when these 
projects convert to a full adjusted grant for unfunded approval or apportionment.  Therefore, they are not 
presented for potential adjustment.  

(Continued on Page Four) 
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OPTIONS 

Staff presents the following options for the Board to consider for execution of the 2013 SFP grant amounts: 

OPTION 1 – Apply the 2013 SFP grant amounts to some or all projects on the list of unfunded approvals 
that received an unfunded approval between 2009 and 2012.  
This option would provide an increase for projects on the list of unfunded approvals that received the 2009, 
2010, 2011 and/or 2012 grant amounts as designated by the Board.   

Pro:  This allows projects with unfunded approvals using the 2009, 2010, 2011 and/or 2012 grant amounts to 
receive an adjustment that aligns the state grants to the change in the construction cost index for the 
current year. 

Cons:   
 Requires the use of up to $24,643,010 in additional scarce bond authority.
 Potentially provides an increase to reimbursement projects that are already complete.
 Potentially provides increases for some projects that had the opportunity but did not request an

apportionment.
 For those projects that received the 2010 grant amounts, this would be the second increase, because the

Board previously applied the 2011 annual adjustment to these projects (a 4.28 percent increase).

OPTION 2 – Apply the 2013 SFP grant amounts to the applications added to the Unfunded List prior to 
January 2013.   
This option would apply the 2013 grant amounts to applications that were processed to the Board, but were 
received after bond authority was exhausted. 

Pro:   
 Applying the 2013 CCI adjustment to the projects on the Unfunded List would demonstrate a better

estimate of future need for additional bond authority.
 Allows for an adjustment that aligns the state grants to the change in the construction cost index in the

event that bond authority becomes available in the future.

Con:  There is no bond authority available for these projects and it is unknown if authority will become available 
in the future. These projects may not be added to the list of unfunded approvals in 2013, so the 2013 grant 
amounts may not be appropriate. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Provide no adjustments to the SFP grant amounts for any project added to the list of unfunded approvals or the 
Unfunded List prior to January 2013. 

BOARD ACTION 

In considering this Item, a motion was made, and carried, to take no action on applying the 2013 grant amounts 
to projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) and Unfunded List (Information List). 
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APPEARANCES 
 

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD PRESENT: 
 
PEDRO REYES, Chief Deputy Director, Policy, designated  
  representative for Ana Matosantos, Director, Department of 
  Finance 
 
ESTEBAN ALMANZA, Chief Deputy Director, Department of General 
  Services, designated representative for Fred Klass, 
  Director, Department of General Services 
 
CESAR DIAZ, Appointee of Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor of  
  the State of California 
 
KATHLEEN MOORE, Director, School Facilities Planning         
  Division, California Department of Education, designated   
  representative for Tom Torlakson, Superintendent of Public 
  Instruction 
 
SENATOR LONI HANCOCK 
 
SENATOR MARK WYLAND 
 
ASSEMBLYMEMBER JOAN BUCHANAN 
 
ASSEMBLYMEMBER CURT HAGMAN 
 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PRESENT: 
 
LISA SILVERMAN, Executive Officer 
BILL SAVIDGE, Assistant Executive Officer 
 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES, OFFICE 
OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION (OPSC) PRESENT: 
 
LISA SILVERMAN, Executive Officer 
JUAN MIRELES, Deputy Executive Officer 
 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES, 
  OFFICE OF LEGAL SERVICES PRESENT: 
 
JONETTE BANZON, Staff Counsel 
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 P R O C E E D I N G S 

 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  In the interest of time, what 

we’ll do is we’ll go ahead and get started with the 

Executive Officer’s report and then, Ms. Silverman, with all 

due respect, as soon as we do have a member, we will have 

established a quorum and we’ll move into the items as we 

spoke.  So thank you.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Okay.  Let’s get started.  We have 

six items to report tonight.   

  So the first item we wanted to share is that we 

actually have an open period or open round for the 30-day 

priority of funding.  Again folks have -- the round just 

started February 9th and ends February 7th [sic].   

  All those projects that are actually on the 

unfunded approval list and those projects being approved on 

the consent agenda tonight do have the ability to 

participate.  

  So those folks are encouraged to submit that 

funding certification request by February 7th.  And prior 

certifications actually did expire on January 8th. 

  Next item we want to share is the release of the 

funds of the projects that were awarded in December.  The 

Board actually did take action.  We did $383 million for 196 

projects and we received requests for $111 million as of the 
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middle of the month and so we’re making progression in that 

area.  So I think we will probably achieve our goal by 

March 12th. 

  And a reminder to those folks that haven’t 

submitted the certification items -- or excuse me -- the 

fund release request, they have until March 12th to provide 

all the corresponding documentation and the request to our 

office. 

  Another item is the Overcrowded Relief Grant.  We 

actually are presenting 22 applications, so we actually had 

a good rush of projects that are being processed this month 

and that represents over $110 million in consent agenda.  

  And those are the projects that wrapped up in the 

tenth cycle.  So we will have about $112 million in bond 

authority still left for the 11th cycle. 

  An 11th cycle is currently open and that expires 

at the end of the month, January 31st.  So those folks who 

are interested in the program and have questions, please 

seek out staff.  We’d be more than happy to help you out. 

  The fourth item we wanted to share is the bottom 

of page 17 is the Governor’s proposed budget.  There 

actually is a proposed reduction to the program for the 

’13-’14 budget year.  That would equate to 20 positions 

being reduced from our program for about $1.6 million.  And 

so just wanted to share that with the members. 
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  There’s two more items.  The Labor Compliance 

Program regulations are in effect and as of December 31st, 

2012, emergency regulations did move forward and those 

are -- it provides an opportunity for those projects that 

were awarded Proposition 47 and 55 funds.   

  The Board adopted regulations to clarify that if 

you didn’t have a Labor Compliance Program in place and then 

you were -- you have a compliance program in place after the 

contracts were signed, there is an avenue to get written 

verification that you took the steps to initiate the 

program.  So those regulations are in effect. 

  The last item we wanted to share is we are 

introducing this month in the information section the true 

list of applications that are received beyond the bond 

authority.   

  So that is all I have to share tonight.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Why don’t we then 

jump up to Tab 5 which is the financial reports, since 

everything before that requires a vote.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  On Tab 5, let’s just cut to the 

chase.  We wanted to highlight on page 164, we actually did 

move $26.1 million --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Hold that thought.  If 

you’d call the roll, please, Ms. Jones. 

  MS. JONES:  Certainly.  Senator Hancock. 
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  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Senator Wyland. 

  Assemblymember Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Assemblymember Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Esteban Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Kathleen Moore. 

  MS. MOORE:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Cesar Diaz. 

  MR. DIAZ:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Pedro Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Present. 

  MS. JONES:  We have a quorum.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.   

  MS. JONES:  You’re welcome.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Approval of the Minutes.  You 

have the Minutes before you for the December 12 meeting.  

Are there any questions or comments?  Any comments from the 

public?  Is there a motion of approval.  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  So moved. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Second.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s been moved and seconded. 

All in favor say aye. 
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 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Opposed, abstentions.  Ayes 

have it.  Thank you.   

  We did the officer report.  We have a consent. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Mr. Chair, I do have a 

question back for the -- probably you could more uniquely 

answer about the cutbacks in the Governor’s budget for this 

program.  

  I understand this is not general fund used for the 

staff for this program.  It’s the bond funds; right?  

Certain percentage.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  I just don’t know how much 

less work we’re going to have this next year than we had the 

previous years.  So I’m just wondering is that -- do you 

believe that’s going to be holding or not for that sizable 

staff reduction.  I mean as it is we don’t catch all the 

errors sooner and we end up seeing them on appeal so -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  When we look at the positions, 

we actually do a workload study sort of thing.  We do the 

analysis to make sure that the work that is projected can be 

covered with existing staff, but there is a reduction of 

work since there’s less money and the process of the 

applications that are coming in are reduced. 

  And so this is just a reflection.  And the money 
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that gets freed up is therefore available for projects to 

get out.   

  So our interest is not to tie up a large chunk of 

money in administration when in fact there is a need out 

there that we can get to.  So that’s kind of where the -- 

the genesis of that.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  So would it be possible 

at the next Board meeting just to give us a little bit more 

in-depth summary or report in terms of where you see the 

workload changing and where we’re reducing staff? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Sure.  And the majority of the 

positions that were reduced were actually vacant positions.  

  So it’s looking at positions and their position 

authority that have not been filled and they have not been 

filled because we envision the workload going --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- doesn’t make sense to -- 

and so it’s just an administrative function, but we can have 

somebody from the education unit come up and talk to the 

issue since it’s more of a budget than a policy issue.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  That’d be great.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Thank you.  So make 

sure we put that in the agenda and, Ian, are you in the 

room?  Are you hearing?  There he is.  Now you know your 

assignment.  Early budget testimony. 

294

ATTACHMENT C

512



  9 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

  Okay.  Moving onto then Tab 4, the Consent Agenda. 

There’s a document on your desk that because the regulatory 

amendment to Item 10 is a conforming item based on the Board 

direction at the October meetings, I’d like to suggest that 

we take it as part of the Consent Calendar since it’s just 

an administrative issue. 

  But there are a couple minor corrections in the 

subsection referenced and so I just want to make sure they 

acknowledge those corrections to Subdivision C and 

Subdivision D on C2.  They’re just a cross-reference issue. 

It’s not a substantive change.  It’s just looking at the 

right section.  So --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  So moved, Mr. Chair, but I 

just have a question about I guess the next item, No. 11, 

how can that be on the Consent?  Annual adjustments SFP 

grants and we still have to do the policy on No. 11, so I 

don’t know if that should be taken off and just added to 

No. 11 or -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Item 11 --  

  MR. MIRELES:  Assemblymember, if you’re referring 

to the Consent item that we have, that is just to change the 

annual grants as approved by the Board last year, which is 

prospectively for any project that we approve. 

  The item that’s on Tab 11 addresses what we do 

with the project -- 
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  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Prospective.  I mean in 

the past.   

  MR. MIRELES:  -- that were already on the unfunded 

list. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Okay.  I’m good.  So 

moved.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  So it’s been moved and 

seconded.  Is there a second? 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Second. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan’s seconded.  Any 

questions, additional comments from the -- any questions 

from the public?  Seeing none, all in favor say aye. 

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Opposed, abstentions.  Ayes 

have it.  Thank you.   

  The next item is election of the Chair. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Move Pedro as Chair.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Second.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s been moved and seconded. 

Thank you.  Any comments or questions.  All in favor say 

aye. 

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Opposed?  Not from the public 

but the members.  Ayes I have it.  Thank you.   

  The Vice Chair. 
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  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  I’ll move Joan as 

Vice Chair -- Ms. Buchanan.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Hancock. 

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  Thank you.  Seeing as how we 

don’t have two members of the Senate here and we actually 

have a vacancy and I know there’s a vacancy on the Assembly 

side too, I would just like to, as a courtesy, hold this off 

until we have a full complement of members and hopefully 

before the next meeting, we’ll be able to talk and discuss 

issues and come back with a legislative nominee. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Make a motion? 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  I still -- I mean I don’t 

see that the three new members who have not been on the 

Board yet stepping into that Vice Chair role at this point. 

And so I don’t -- I mean they could add on or whatever, but 

I don’t see them taking a leadership role as Vice Chair.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  So I’d rather just go 

ahead and get it done.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  I sort of find myself in 

an awkward position here in terms of, one, wanting to 

respect the wishes of you, Senator Hancock, and also 

believing that we’ve been without a Vice Chair for a number 

of months here and I -- and, you know, we’re looking at 
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setting agendas as we move forward where, you know, we may 

have some meetings or we may postpone other meetings 

depending on what the workload is and what we’re doing. 

  And so, you know, I want to know where other 

members are because I don’t want to look self-serving or 

anything else, but I do think at some point in time we need 

to move forward. 

  I mean I think we need a Vice Chair and I think we 

need someone who’s at all the meetings and that allows us to 

move forward.   

  We spent -- a little over a year ago, two years 

ago, we spent a great deal of time going in depth and 

having, you know, a number of meetings on terms of what we 

wanted the Vice Chair to -- who we wanted it to be.   

  We want it to be a member of the Legislature and 

what those responsibilities were and one of them was to, you 

know, have the Vice Chair work closely with, in this case, 

Bill in terms of meeting the needs of the legislators and I 

think there was a little bit of a gap there given everyone’s 

schedules and what they were doing in the last year or so, 

but we wanted the position to be an active position. 

  So I do think that we need to move forward as 

expeditiously as we can.  If people want to delay, I can 

respect that, but there’s a reason we went through that long 

process that took months and I think we do need to act at 
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some point in time, like -- you know, I think everyone 

deserves that including the other members who are serving 

here. 

  And I also do agree with Assemblymember Hagman.  I 

doubt if one of the new appointees is going to end up being 

the Chair of the committee.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  And even though it’s 

traditional, but a lot of committees we have it goes from 

Senate to Assembly, Assembly to Senate, back and forth, so I 

assume that this rotation.   

  I don’t think I ever -- as the lone Republican on 

this side, ever be selected for it, so I think there’s a 

default here.  So I’d be happy to see it go forward today is 

that’s the wish of the Board.  So --  

  SENATOR HANCOCK:  I would like to wait.  I think 

it would be important for there to be a full complement of 

legislative members and for us to perhaps discuss among 

ourselves some of the issues we’re going to be facing. 

  People can do what they want.  I’m not comfortable 

voting today.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Anybody else weighing 

in?  Senator Wyland coming in.  Ms. Moore, yes. 

  MS. MOORE:  Two questions.  Are -- we’re going to 

talk about how many meetings we’re having in one of our 

items later, but are we anticipating a February Board?   
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No, we’re not at this point.  

I don’t have any items for February and unless something 

happens and we need to meet, I don’t have anything scheduled 

for February. 

  MS. MOORE:  And do you as Chair know or do our 

legislators know when the vacant positions are going to be 

filled? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I do not know.  The Rules is 

not going to meet until later.   

  MS. MOORE:  Then I as one member would want to -- 

would defer to the legislative members because it is a 

legislative member position and if we have one legislator 

that would like to delay that, I’d like to honor that -- not 

vote -- not be going against --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Buchanan -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Senator Wyland.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Senator Wyland, do you want to 

weigh in?  Mr. Hagman has nominated Ms. Buchanan as the 

Vice Chair.  Senator Hancock’s asked that we delay.   

  SENATOR WYLAND:  I just got here.  I was just 

saying to Loni and I understand her point about the new 

members, but it just strikes me that Joan has done a lot of 

work on this and is sort of a natural Vice Chair.   

  How long is it -- what period of time is it for? 
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Two-year term.  

  SENATOR WYLAND:  And it just seems to me a natural 

thing, with all respect to everyone, have a -- you know, 

wanted to wait for the new folks, it seems to me to make 

sense just go ahead and -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Was that a second then? 

  SENATOR WYLAND:  That’s a second.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Okay.  So it’s been 

moved and seconded.  I know Senator Hancock prefers to 

postpone it.  Any comments from the public?   

  Okay.  Seeing none, I think we probably want to do 

roll call.   

  MS. JONES:  Very good.  Senator Hancock. 

  Senator Wyland. 

  SENATOR WYLAND:  Aye.  

  MS. JONES:  Assemblymember Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Assemblymember Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Esteban Almanza. 

  MR. ALMANZA:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Kathleen Moore. 

  MS. MOORE:  Aye. 

  MS. JONES:  Cesar Diaz. 

  MR. DIAZ:  Aye. 
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  MS. JONES:  Pedro Reyes. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I don’t think you need my 

vote. 

  MS. JONES:  You’re right.  The motion passes.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Congratulations. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Next item is -- can you walk 

me through?  What do we need --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Alvord.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Alvord, please.  Thank you.  

Mr. Watanabe, Reader’s Digest version.   

  MR. WATANABE:  All right.  Less than three 

minutes. 

  So we are in the action items of course in the 

agenda, Tab 9, stamped page 197.   

  The purpose of this item is to request the 

Board --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Do we need to do the 

financials?  Did we stop there?  Are there any questions?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  The financials don’t require a 

vote and so we’re -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Okay.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- going to lose a Senator in 

a minute, so --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Okay.  I apologize.   
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Go ahead.   

  MR. WATANABE:  The purpose of this item is to 

request the Board find a material inaccuracy occurred which 

resulted in a funding advantage for the Alvord Unified 

School District.   

  This item also requests the Board levy the 

statutory interest and loss of self-certification penalties 

for material inaccuracies. 

  When OPSC reviewed the public enrollment data 

reported by the district, it revealed that the district 

falsely certified the enrollment that was reported to OPSC 

for eight academic years.  

  As a result of the incorrectly reported 

enrollment, the district received a funding advantage in the 

amount of 14.1 million that was not supported by the 

enrollment projections. 

  Based on our review, there are three issues for 

the Board’s consideration.  The first is a material 

inaccuracy finding.   

  The district falsely certified their enrollment 

projection certification forms on eight different 

submittals, which allowed funding advantages for six 

projects listed on Attachment B in your item.  

  The Board should also find that material 

inaccuracies have occurred for these projects. 
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  The second item is rescissions and reductions of 

the apportionments and the associated interest penalty.  

  If the Board finds the district’s applications do 

have material inaccuracies, statute requires the district be 

paid the funding received as a result of the false 

certification which in this case, the apportionments are not 

justified by the eligibility requested. 

  Statute also requests the district -- requires the 

district to repay interest that would have been earned on 

this amount representing the funding advantage.   

  Staff has calculated the interest from the date of 

each project’s fund release to the date the Board makes a 

material inaccuracy finding based on the statutes and 

regulations and those calculations are in Attachment B. 

  The third item for the Board’s consideration is 

loss of self-certification penalties.  In the event the 

Board makes a material inaccuracy finding, the law also 

requires the district be prohibited from self-certifying 

project information on subsequent applications for a period 

of up to five years.  The Board can make that determination 

for as long as they want. 

  Staff has built all the framework represented in 

Attachment C and we’re recommending a five-year loss of 

self-certification.  

  Statute also requires the Board charge the 
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district an amount of $100 per hour for the additional hours 

needed to process additional information. 

  The district agrees that the enrollment was 

misreported as described and agrees with the eligibility 

adjustments needed for the corrected enrollment projections.  

  However, the district disagrees with staff’s 

determination to the extent of the eligibility and funding 

advantage. 

  The district believes that had it known there was 

insufficient new construction eligibility to support its 

original request, it would have modified its pupil grants at 

the time to other grade categories that had sufficient 

eligibility.  

  Districts are allowed to use grants from different 

grade categories in a project and it’s called a Use of 

Construction Grant.  However, staff believes that to accept 

the district’s consideration would be essentially 

retroactively changing these grants.   

  The district also states they would have sought to 

reduce the site and design funding apportionment for the 

Hillcrest High project to cost incurred.  That would return 

908 pupil grants back to their new construction eligibility 

which would nearly eliminate all of their funding advantage. 

  In this proposal, the district isn’t actually 

returning the funds.  They would be entitled to those funds 
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at a later date is their opinion. 

  The district believes that the net funding 

advantage is limited to $1,341,140 in excess funding and 

this is attributed to the Wells Intermediate project which 

is their last project where they ran out of eligibility to 

use the grants. 

  Staff has reviewed the district’s grant 

calculations and believes that it’s correct using their 

assumptions. 

  So in summary, the statute requires OPSC to notify 

the Board which is why we’re here if any certified 

eligibility or funding application related information is 

found to have been falsely certified by the district and 

statute requires the Board to impose penalties if an 

apportionment of funds had been made based on that 

information.   

  Statute does allow the Board to determine 

additional funding received as a result of the material 

inaccuracy including interest.  The district states the 

amount of excess funds received is $1,341,140 plus interest. 

  As I stated before, staff has reviewed those 

calculations.  However, based on statutes and regulations, 

staff must recommend the Board require the district repay 

$14,124,612 in apportionments that were not substantiated 

plus interest. 
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  Our recommendations are outlined on stamped 

page 201.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Mr. Hagman, Ms. Buchanan.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Let me throw out a motion 

and then if we don’t agree then we can hear testimony, but 

maybe I’ll cut to the chase.  

  I did review this as well.  This is a very old 

case back from ’98 and such.  I believe the million three 

plus interest, a million eight total roughly with the loss 

of certification, loss of self-reporting, you know, the 

regular standard things and I’m comfortable with that.  I 

move that.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And staff, you have that 

proposal I think you circulated through Board members, so 

that’s the one you’re referring to? 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Correct.  So I move that.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And with acknowledgement that 

there is a material inaccuracy involved.  Okay.  

Ms. Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  And I second that.  I 

think it’s a solution that works for all of us.  

  There is only one issue that I think staff brought 

to my attention late today and that is -- and you can 

correct me if I’m wrong.  I’ll speak to the superintendent 

and Alvord here -- is that there is -- that we’re looking at 
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making -- paying the 1.8 million in two payments; correct?   

  And my understanding is there is in statute where 

there would be interest on the amount that’s delayed, which 

I think changes the total by -- what was it, $2,000?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So we’ll make reference to 

just the appropriate interest and have staff figure it out. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  They estimated.  

But I just want to be sure that, you know, we all -- that’s 

right -- we all understand that. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  And I just want to also 

thank you and I want to thank staff or OPSC for all the 

times that you put into this over the last month coming to a 

solution that worked for all of us.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And I’ll point out that Alvord 

did drop this off yesterday and I never did get a chance to 

see it.  So I apologize, but I don’t really see stuff 24 

hours before a hearing.  It just doesn’t work since we are 

involved in a bunch of other stuff. 

  So in the future, you guys want me to see 

something, you’ve got to give me a chance to read it; 

otherwise it just doesn’t work.   

  But thank you.  And at their request, they asked 

that we put this as part of the file.  Do you still want it 

as part of the file or not anymore?  I look to the district. 
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  ALVORD:  We do want it as part of the file. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  So without prejudice, 

without any analysis, it will be incorporated as part of the 

file.  God only knows what it says.  Okay.  Thank you.   

  All right.  So we have a motion and second and all 

the parties understand it.  Any additional comments, 

questions from Board members?   

  Seeing none, any comments from the public?   

  Seeing none, all in favor say aye. 

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Opposed.  Abstentions.  Ayes 

have it.  Thank you.  And again thank you, staff, and thank 

you, district, for all the work go into this.  Appreciate 

it. 

  Are those all the action items before I lose 

Senators?   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  No.  We have No. 11. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No. 11.  Okay.  So the 

execution of the 2013 grant.  Barbara. 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Thank you.  The item before you 

is the action item on this.  Now, when the Board adopted the 

Consent Calendar a few minutes ago, you did approve the 2013 

grant amounts for all projects beginning with this Board and 

then moving forward for 2013.  So you do not need an 

additional action to take care of the projects moving 
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forward. 

  What this item does is it allows the Board to 

consider whether or not the 2013 grant amount should be 

applied to any of the projects that are currently on the 

unfunded approvals list that have been -- received their 

approval in prior years and it also provides the option for 

the Board to apply this grant increase amount to the 

unfunded list for those projects that are beyond bond 

authority which started in December of last year. 

  The -- page 228, there is a chart showing the 

different -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I think Mr. Hagman’s prepared 

to make a motion to status quo. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Yes.  Move to table 

Item 11, no -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  It’s been moved to 

table, so no action necessary and -- use prospectively.  Is 

there a second? 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  To clarify, you mean 

we’re doing what we’ve always done in the past -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- all project we 

approve?  I’ll second. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. MOORE:  Just to clarify, so all projects 
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approved after this date receive the indices increase. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Correct. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Funded after this date; 

right? 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Including today’s items that are 

on the calendar for unfunded approval, those will be 

adjusted next month -- the 2013 amounts. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  We’re on board on that. 

Any comments?  Questions, comments from the public? 

  Seeing none, all in favor of tabling, say aye. 

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Opposed, abstentions.  Thank 

you.  Thank you, Mr. Hagman.   

  And is that it for action items? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That’s it. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  We’re going to move 

backwards now to the other -- Senator Wyland.  

  SENATOR WYLAND:  If -- Mr. Chair, if you don’t 

mind, I am going to have to leave.  I’d just like to make a 

couple of points which I think I made at some point in the 

past. 

  One is partly a question of staff.  As I recall 

proposals, when someone does build something, and hopefully 

that will happen again more frequently, the Department of 

Education certifies that -- there are questions about CTE 
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and CTE facilities.   

  Are you familiar with that? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Um-hmm.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you, Senator.   

  SENATOR WYLAND:  I would like to be able to see 

those and have those be made available to the Board.  I 

think that’s extremely important.   

  It happened to be my legislation as I recall which 

did that because even though I think among all of the 

members of the Legislature, there’s a big interest in CTE. 

  That last bond had -- gosh, I think it was 

$500 million.  Some of that didn’t go to what most of us 

would consider CTE.  Quite frankly, it was gamed by some 

consultants who interpreted CTE in ways that most of us 

wouldn’t and the students who then didn’t have those 

opportunities lost out.  

  So I -- just number one.  And number two -- and I 

realize this is a broader and more challenging subject, I 

think in some way we need to take a look at costs. 

  And what really drove me to that was the Robert F. 

Kennedy facility in Los Angeles Unified.  Now, I realize 

they passed the bond, et cetera, et cetera, but when you 

have a school -- I think it serves at build-out at 4,000 

students -- that cost about over half a billion dollars, 

something just isn’t right. 
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  In my old district, we didn’t have very much money 

and had to be extremely careful of how much we spent because 

it’s a district that serves a lot of -- a heavy minority 

population and we had to make sure -- we didn’t have a lot 

of money there.  

  So I’d just like to throw that out and at some 

point we look at that because we’re about serving students. 

And I’ll never understand why LA Unified didn’t figure out a 

way to serve all those students who had real facilities need 

rather than doing that.  

  So thanks.  And next time, I hope to be able to 

stay longer.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Thank you.  Thanks for joining 

us.   

  Then we’re going to go back to the financial 

reports, status of funds. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes.  On Tab 5, let’s go back to 

status of fund release report on page 164.  

  As I shared with you earlier, it’s getting to the 

point that we actually released $26.1 million for the month 

of December and -- reported in Executive Officer’s 

statement. 

  That was just a finite group that actually did get 

through before close of year, even though we had apportioned 

projects a few weeks earlier.  So we should be seeing more 
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activity as we start to progress through the 90-day round. 

  We actually -- on page 166, just highlight to the 

Board that we do have a bar graph displayed there and that 

represents the projects that were apportioned in December 

and so we will be monitoring those timelines.  

  As we start to release cash, that bar will start 

to shrink and so prospectively we’ll be seeing more activity 

in that area.   

  And we have nothing to report on the next page as 

far as projects that didn’t perfect.  We had projects that 

did close up in the end of September and so we had nothing 

that fell off the list. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  And the other item is the status 

of funds --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Before you go there, any 

questions or comments from the Board?  Any comments from the 

public?  Okay.  Move on, please.  Thank you.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  So on page 168, we just highlight 

to the Board every month about the number of projects that 

we do process. 

  We are actually bringing forward over $171 million 

in project approvals for Proposition 1D.  That represents 

actually in the new construction arena $11 million for two 

projects. 
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  We actually had some other adjustments there and 

we have some projects in the high performance area that 

actually do have approvals for 12 and we’re actually 

bringing forward those Overcrowded Relief Grant projects 

for -- 22 projects, so that represents 125 million for 

Proposition 1D.  Corresponding adjustments related to 

rescissions. 

  And in the respective category of Proposition 55, 

we’re processing 12 projects for new construction of 

$46.3 million.  We also have a conversion of a charter 

project going on in that category as well.  So you’ll see 

some status and credits posting as a result of that 

preliminary apportionment. 

  There’s no activity in Proposition 47 to report 

and on the following page, significant activity we want to 

share with the Board is the Emergency Repair Program.  We 

actually are processing additional projects.  So there are 

about four projects that will actually receive some awards 

even though we don’t have the current cash for the program. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  And one more thing in this 

section, we wanted -- we did provide a display for the Board 

as far as the projects that are beyond --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Silverman, Ms. Moore has a 

question.   
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  MS. MOORE:  Just on the emergency repair, how is 

it that we are able to fund -- or able to place on the list 

additional projects? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  They were out of rescissions.   

  MS. MOORE:  So others rescinded and so the -- 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Authority has come back to the 

program; right.  So we’re able to move further down the 

list. 

  On actual page 177, we have some nice displays 

there and cylinders that we shared last month.  We did share 

that we processed 33 projects.  That was $76.8 million.  

That was exclusively mod projects that are beyond the 

authority and they fell within the regulatory time frames. 

  So this month, we’re actually bringing forward -- 

represents -- the blue shaded areas, $8.1 million and that 

is in new construction project that is fully processed, 

waiting for bond authority, and $60.5 million in 

modernization projects and that’s 30 projects. 

  So in total we’ve accumulated $145 million in 

projects that we have processed beyond the bond authority.   

  That’s what I have in the financials.  I’m not 

sure if you have any questions.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Any questions or comments?  

Any comments from the public?  Okay.  Moving on.  

  I think that moves us to Tab 12.  
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  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes.  The report section.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  So since about 2009, we’ve 

actually provided the Board updates about the program and 

we’re actually proud about some of the updates we have to 

share on an annual basis.  

  I know we -- most of our consent items are just 

real quick vote and we’re done, but we actually do process a 

number of projects -- nearly a thousand projects that were 

processed in 2012 that represent almost $2 billion in action 

that we take that provides unfunded approvals and cash to 

districts and likewise all the work that’s shared -- that we 

all commit to here as a Board. 

  But if you look at the chart here we’ve displayed, 

in 2012 we actually did process and brought forward to the 

Board 13 appeals.  There were actually seven appeals that 

actually were administratively resolved and those actions 

did go through the Board through consent agenda. 

  And there were several other appeals, a few that 

actually were dispensed as well, some of them 

administratively resolved and others are carried over to the 

subsequent year. 

  But the projects in total, I mean between the blue 

and the gray shaded area and the red area, that represents 

about 98 -- almost 99 percent of the activity required to 
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the Board, really go with -- with no challenges.   

  So that’s -- it’s a great track record and a great 

tribute to what the Board’s work is doing here today.  So 

wanted to highlight that. 

  The subsequent page is just a synopsis of those 

activities for the program and their respective categories, 

be it new construction and modernization and so that 

sunrises that activity. 

  And we also have attachments.  I’m not going to go 

in detail, but Attachments A, B, C, D that are reflective of 

the activity in the unfunded approvals broken down by 

county.  So we give you a summary of that on an annual 

basis. 

  So again just to acknowledge the report and the 

work we’ve provided.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Mr. Hagman. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  I was -- I did peruse all 

the reports.  I know there’s a lot of work that goes in 

there, so I just want to at least acknowledge it and -- want 

to go over all those things in detail on the Board here, but 

I think it is important.   

  I actually especially like the different classes 

we did with our subcommittee.  We come up with new binders 

with step by step.  That’s been great for me.  I would 

definitely suggest that new members that come on get those 
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so they get up to speed to do it, but I know there’s been a 

lot of work done here.  

  I want second Senator Wyland’s comment that be 

more schools, you know, the same amount of money, which 

we’ll have to figure out ways to do that, but at the same 

time, I think you guys do -- the sheer volume of work with 

the least amount of things that actually do come to us, this 

speaks highly of your group and doing an excellent job of 

going through.   

  So I just want to give you kudos on that.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  I’ll second that.  

Ms. Buchanan. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Actually I’ll third that 

because I think a lot of the information that we’re 

producing for members on the Subcommittee is, you know, very 

beneficial for all of us to have a deeper understanding and 

then be able to discuss the tough issues later as we’re 

moving forward. 

  So I have a question in terms of the new -- you’ve 

been passed once and not apply or -- for funding and then 

second time, we take you off the list, which we all agreed 

to. 

  So that will start with this cycle; correct?  I 

mean can you --  
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  MR. MIRELES:  No.  It will start once the 

regulations become effective.  Once the Office of 

Administrative Law approves them, then the next priority 

round cycle will be the first one that districts will have 

the option to participate. 

  If they don’t, then the next cycle, they would be 

required to.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  And so when do we 

anticipate those cycles coming? 

  MR. SAVIDGE:  The regs. 

  MR. MIRELES:  It depends.  Right now we are --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  I know the regs, but I 

mean in terms of when is all that going to happen.   

  MR. MIRELES:  Right now, we’re well underway in a 

certification filing period which ends in February.  The 

next one will be in the middle of the year, but it all 

depends on whether we can get these regulations approved on 

an emergency basis, which usually can take between one and 

two months.   

  If not, it will take about five or six months 

before they become effective and then the next filing period 

will be considered the first one. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  So can I ask the Chair, 

is there anything we can do to encourage the regulations to 

approved on an expedited basis? 
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  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  OAL is very independent.  They 

don’t -- yeah.  That’s --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  All right.  So writing a 

letter or doing anything like that --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No.  They’re --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  So if they’re approved 

in the next two months, then the next round is midyear, in 

that round, you either participate or you pass.  The 

following round is then when, the first --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  January. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  January.  So the 

earliest -- if not, we’d have CDs going into effect until -- 

they’re having an impact in terms of returning money for 

more programs until mid 2014. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  It would be -- yeah.  It would 

require the action of the Board because it would happen 

automatically.  The rescissions would come back to the 

program. 

  So yeah, you won’t see the impact till 2014.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Well, it’s the administrative 

law process.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  It just kind of 

potentially puts a number of projects for those who --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  You know, they’ve been 

321

ATTACHMENT C

539



  36 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

on the list and haven’t -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  But we’ve tried this issue 

since I first got here. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  I know.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And we finally got it there, 

but, you know, that was probably my second month on the 

assignment, it was an issue that we discussed and took us a 

year and a half to get there.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  I know.  I mean I’m just 

looking at where we are now and comparing it to the 

financials and we can’t spend money twice.  So I can’t 

have --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.  Right.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- project waiting on 

the list and then also give money to Project B, but we’re 

now looking at the earliest we see space opening up.  I mean 

that doesn’t mean projects on the list can’t go ahead and 

apply, but it means the earliest we potentially know that we 

have more funds available is a year and a half from now.  

  So I just throw that out.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.  Yeah.  Observation. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  All right.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Next item. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Is the quarterly reports on the 

Joint-Use Program. 
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  The Board actually took action -- on page -- 

Tab 13, page 238, the Board did move forward with a motion 

back in June and October in 2012 to approve four joint-use 

projects.  

  And just to give you an update -- real quick 

update on page 239, three of those projects have actually 

come in and accessed the funds.  There is one project that 

is still working through the process of moving the project 

forward. 

  As we speak about the joint-use projects, there’s 

a number of different steps that they have to -- in order 

for them to move forward.   

  Once they receive an apportionment, in which they 

did, the project has 12 months to come in for the necessary 

approvals and as I understand they are working through DSA 

for their review.  

  But we’re checking as far as whether or not 

they’ve submitted a review -- an approval for Department of 

Education.   

  So that’s the first step and they have until 

June 26th of this year to perfect and if that doesn’t 

happen, then they will lose their -- the project.  So we’re 

hoping they move it along.   

  And then once they’ve hit that benchmark, they 

have 18 months to come in for the cash.  So that’s what we 
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have to report.  Any questions?   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Next. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Next is the -- Tab 14 is the 

workload for the 90 days.  That’s all conditional.  I know 

we put various dates there, but it’s really probably a 

discussion for your calendar.   

  The next information item is the dates for the 

SAB. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Thank you.  And I know 

there are folks who want to talk about this particular item. 

So as pointed out, the schedule’s pending approval of the 

Chair and Vice Chair, so the Vice Chair, now that we have 

one, she and I will have a conversation. 

  But it’s the goal of the Chair that we do not meet 

in February but we meet in March and if the need arises for 

us to meet -- so the schedule we have is that essentially 

every other month.  

  If the need arises for us to meet in between, I’m 

all for it.  It may mean something that we do a consent 

calendar and just approve something that needs to get 

approved immediately kind of stuff.   

  But it’s not -- my goal is not to disadvantage 

anybody.  So I just -- you know, I know that it cuts into 

folks’ billable hours and I apologize for that, but there’s 

a lot of effort that goes into creating these binders, and 
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so I just --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Mr. Chair, I was going to 

suggest that -- to do the appeals, to do the reports, and 

all that kind of stuff, I could see that every other month 

since our workload’s going down.   

  I am concerned somewhat about making sure the 

business that we do still continues on.  As far as 

legislators, we’re a captive audience.  We’re here anyway.  

As far as having --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Not always though because I 

have a problem getting a quorum.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Well, I can’t speak for 

the Senators.  They’re on a different universe than the 

Assemblymembers are anyway. 

  But come in and do a five-second consent calendar, 

I’m all for that and just putting off the heavier stuff to 

every other month.  I just want to make sure that we don’t 

slow down -- I mean as it is -- and we just went through how 

long it’s going to take -- have a year to get this stuff 

approved by the State Architects and then 18 months to get 

started funding.   

  I mean in real life in the real world, you build 

in a right. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Right. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  You don’t have to go 
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through all this process and I know there’s a lot of moving 

parts, a lot of negotiations especially with the school 

districts and the State, but I don’t want to be part of that 

slowdown.  That’s what I’m saying.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No.  Absolutely not and -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  And if there’s any way to 

make sure that is --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  -- you know, or even get 

the Chair or Vice Chair to say consent, boom, let’s go from 

a written -- I’m okay with any kind of system like that, 

just as long as we don’t slow it down.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  No.  Our goal is to -- you 

know, not -- again not disadvantage.  Keep things moving 

along and this is a trial.  I mean we’re trying to figure 

out whether or not this works.   

  If it doesn’t, if we find that we still have to 

meet monthly anyway, then this goes away.  But it seems to 

me that there’s less workload going on and there are less 

issues going on as we look forward to some of the items.  

  We had a conversation with somebody who’s up in 

the future and we said, you know, can we put you to this 

month, and they said no.  Okay.  How about March?  March 

works well.  Let’s do March then.  

  And so we will have those conversations.   
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  I know that some of the folks are more sensitive 

to the timelines of the charter schools.  We do not want to 

disadvantage anybody.  We do not want to jeopardize 

anybody’s funding.  And so we will not do that as a result 

of this. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  So I’d like to suggest 

maybe a compromise because I agree that the likelihood that 

we’re going to need to meet monthly is probably not very 

great. 

  However, I know that on my calendar, you know, 

even though I’m in my last term in the Legislature, I’m not 

like a freshman that has their house -- and every 20 or 30 

minutes to introduce themselves.  I’m not walking out till 

like 6:30 every night.   

  And so if we suddenly needed a meeting to try and 

schedule it where all six legislators had time open, I’d 

think it’d be challenging. 

  So what I would like to ask is could we put a date 

on the calendar every month --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Uh-huh.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- have the two of us 

meet based on what we know our workload, and do it far 

enough in advance so we’re not creating unnecessary work for 

staff, but I’m wondering this.  Is it better having it on 

the calendar and taking it off than trying to figure out a 

327

ATTACHMENT C

545



  42 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

time when we can all meet when we do have -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So basically you’re holding 

the calendar for that day and then --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  You hold it and then 

we --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- we release it, you know, a 

couple weeks before. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  And we should be able to 

do it well ahead of time so that we’re not creating 

unnecessary work.  But it’s always easier to take something 

off --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- the calendar than to 

try and find a time we all can meet and that then hopefully 

allows not just us but everyone else to plan their schedules 

and for those of you who are advocates out there, you get a 

free day.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Ms. Banzon.   

  MS. BANZON:  I would just like to remind the Board 

that for any meeting, we have to comply with the 

Bagley-Keene which means that we have the ten-day 

requirement.  So --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Well, I would hope we 

would know -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  Know two weeks out to 
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cancel it or not.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- two or three weeks 

out, but like I said, I just think from a calendar point of 

view, it’s easier to have it on and take it off than ever 

try and --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  So we can have the dates on 

the books and our calendar and on our personal calendars.  

So say for February, if people want to freeze a day, you 

know, hold that day, and if the need doesn’t arise, then you 

can fill it up later, but for now don’t fill it up.   

  I mean -- but at this point, we have nothing for 

February anyway, but if you want agree to do that, provide 

us dates for February, for the other months, that we should 

keep hold -- you know, put a hold on those, so that if the 

need arises, that’s the day that everybody agrees that we 

will do it. 

  But two weeks in advance, we’ll send out a note 

and say it’s not going to happen.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  And the tentative date would be 

February 27th, if that’s --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  So next meeting on the 

books would be the 27th.  Hopefully we will not use it and 

we’ll move back to March.  But keep that 27th in place and 

then a couple weeks ahead of that -- but I guess one of my 

main things though is I really don’t want staff trying to 
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create work to get to that.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  I agree. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And so I’d rather they deal 

with the applications, deal with trying to resolve issues 

with schools, be supportive of schools, take care of the 

issues they need to take care of rather than do -- working u 

because putting it in a binder is time consuming. 

  Staff has to go do the analysis, the background, 

the issues, and --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Right.  And if it’s more 

than 14 days, well, let’s meet earlier  --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- let’s take it -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Pull the plug earlier.  That’s 

fine.  I’m okay with that.  

  Ms. Moore, did you have a comment or --  

  MS. MOORE:  I just have a comment on -- tangential 

to this and that is the -- we’re in the now world of the 

acknowledgement list and that acknowledgement list I would 

assume would be built every meeting that we meet.   

  But like today, we did not acknowledge the 

acknowledgement list and I would think that if it’s going to 

be an acknowledged list, we probably out to take an action 

on it and I would give that to you as Chair and Vice Chair 

to consider in your -- as we move forward. 
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  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  I think that’s a 

reasonable request. 

  MS. MOORE:  And that would build each meeting that 

we meet.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.   

  MS. BANZON:  May I say something? 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yes. 

  MS. BANZON:  I would just like to say that it 

should be short of an approval.  I just want to make sure.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Just sort of submit it but not 

approval.  More like the nonaction item stuff.  

  MS. BANZON:  Correct. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  Okay.  All right.  We 

have some folks who want to wish us a happy new year.   

  MS. TOPP:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members, Moira 

Topp on behalf of California Charter Schools Association.  

We’re very appreciative of I think the compromise.  We did 

raise concerns about whether or not this could prejudice 

projects. 

  And I do want to -- we do know of one school that 

does need to avail itself of a February meeting.  Again I’m 

very sympathetic to the concerns raised and the reasoning 

behind the proposal, but we do look to February as an 

important date for a meeting for at least one of our schools 

that just came out of CSFA approval. 
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  But we do appreciate I think the idea of putting 

something on the calendar and then removing it if not needed 

is a wise course and we appreciate it.  Thank you.    

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  And Mr. Chair, is there -- 

can you have a heavy meeting and a light meeting?  I mean 

you don’t have to go through all the reports and all the 

special items and stuff like that in every meeting unless 

the --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  We can still wind up being --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  -- members want to go 

through it.  So if you didn’t have like the February 27th, 

it could literally be a consent item, we get a quorum, boom, 

we’re out in five minutes.   

  MS. MOORE:  We have as a Board -- in our history, 

there was a time when the Board had what were called consent 

meetings and then there were, you know, all-in meetings that 

included -- inclusive of policy.  So that has been done in 

the past with this body.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER HAGMAN:  And that would save 

hopefully a lot of the report stuff too. 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah.  So it would be that 

kind of concept where we just take care of something that’s 

streamlined, get it done, and be gone and not take 

everybody’s time.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  And maybe between now 
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and February, we can -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Um-hmm.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- get some feedback 

from members in terms of maybe we only need the financial 

reports quarterly.  I don’t know but in terms of how often 

they feel that they -- 

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Yeah.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- need to see this.  

Mr. Duffy.  

  MR. DUFFY:  Mr. Chairman and members, Tom Duffy 

for CASH.  Just sort of an add-on to your proposal, 

Ms. Buchanan.  You have adroitly led now three -- at least 

three Program Review Subcommittees and it appears to me that 

you have a perfect opportunity to schedule those committees 

on the date that the Board would normally meet. 

  It happens that in February the -- we have the 

CASH conference.  We have historically scheduled the CASH 

conference since 1982 the week that the Board meets in 

February.   

  So we have about 1,500 people that are going to be 

here for the CASH conference.  That would be an august time 

to hold a Subcommittee hearing and ask people to tell you 

what they think of the program.  

  But our overall suggestion really is -- and it’s a 

recommendation to you and I -- sincerely we appreciate the 

333

ATTACHMENT C

551



  48 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 
 
 

work that you do because this is a part-time job for you and 

you don’t get compensated for, but --    

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  What? 

  MR. DUFFY:  I told that to our group this morning. 

That if you would consider scheduling those meetings on 

those days when the Board wouldn’t necessarily fully meet 

but that you could indeed schedule a full meeting for part 

of that time.  It’s a time when -- that is certain on the 

calendar.  It could be known throughout California that the 

Board is going to be having a hearing on that date and I 

have to say, Ms. Buchanan, I realize your time is extremely 

important and you have been very conscious to make sure that 

we know you want to hear from us and we try to encourage our 

districts to come and speak and that’s going to happen at 

the next meeting. 

  But if you would consider that as an option for 

you because it -- I think it dovetails well with your 

mission.  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  Okay.  That’s more of a 

Subcommittee conversation --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Yeah.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  -- than a Board conversation.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  We can talk about it, 

but, you know, I -- it may work.  I mean the problem is is 

if you need a longer meeting and you’re not planning on it 
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and you’ve got the Subcommittee meeting planned on the same 

day, you potentially have a conflict there, but -- we can 

talk about it.  

  But we also do have a schedule that we’ve put out 

for those Subcommittee meetings and I --  

  MR. DUFFY:  No.  I recognize that.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  -- have to compliment 

the Board members, Ms. Moore, Mr. Diaz, Assemblymember 

Hagman, I mean everyone’s been showing up for those meetings 

and engaging and I’m really -- you know, appreciate that. 

  MR. DUFFY:  Okay.  Well, thank you very much and 

happy new year.   

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  And speaking of that material, 

if you could please make sure as we have new Board members 

that their staff get that material because it is very, very 

educational in terms of the program, the process, and so 

forth.  There’s clearly a lot of thought that goes into 

that. 

  So if you could please share that with the new 

folks, I’d appreciate that.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  And did we provide that 

to the Board members who aren’t participating on the 

Subcommittee? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Okay.  Good.   
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  MS. SILVERMAN:  We do email those --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER BUCHANAN:  Because I know we’ve 

given everyone the opportunity to participate, but I just 

want to be sure they --  

  CHAIRPERSON REYES:  It’s fantastic material.  So 

thank you.  Okay.   

  Any other public comments?  Seeing none, meeting 

adjourned. 

 (Whereupon, at 4:55 p.m. the proceedings were recessed.) 

---oOo--- 
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PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To present the following for State Allocation Board approval: 

 A template grant agreement and proposed conforming School Facility Program (SFP) regulatory

amendments; and,

 A list of SFP applications for placement on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans).

DESCRIPTION 

As a result of the passage of the Kindergarten through Community College Public Education Facilities Bond Act 

of 2016 (Proposition 51) and the accountability measures proposed in the Governor’s 2017-18 Budget, Staff 

presented a grant agreement and conforming regulatory amendments to the Board at its April 24, 2017 meeting. 

After some discussion and comments from members and stakeholders, the Board directed Staff to bring the item 

back to its next meeting for further consideration. 

This item seeks Board approval for the revised template grant agreement and conforming regulatory 

amendments. The revised template grant agreement reflects changes that resulted from the discussion at the 

April meeting and comments received from stakeholders both in writing and at a public meeting that Staff held on 

May 8. This item includes the following Attachments: 

 See Attachment 1 for the updated template grant agreement with strikeout and underline

 See Attachment 2 for the clean updated template grant agreement.

 See Attachment 3 for the conforming regulatory amendments.

 See Attachment 4 for the April 24, 2017 Board Item and all of its attachments.

In addition, Staff recommends that the Board approve the projects on Attachment 5 for placement on the 

Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) and exempt these projects from the Grant Agreement requirement. 

AUTHORITY 

See Attachment 6 for SFP statutory authority. 

In order to view a copy of the most current Governor’s 2017-18 Budget proposed trailer bill language, you may 

find it at the following link. Section 18 contains the language pertinent to this item.  

http://www.dof.ca.gov/Budget/Trailer_Bill_Language 

BACKGROUND 

At its April 24, 2017 meeting, the Board heard a report that provided an overview of the proposed grant 

agreement and conforming regulatory amendments. The Board directed Staff to consider the issues and 

concerns raised at the April meeting and bring the item back to its next Board meeting for further consideration. 

On May 8, 2017, Staff held an additional stakeholder meeting to discuss and receive public feedback on the 

template grant agreement as presented at the April Board meeting. Staff also invited the public to provide written 

feedback on the draft.  
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REGULATORY AMENDMENTS FOR INCREASED PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY 
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SAB 06-05-17 

Page Two 

STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS 

GRANT AGREEMENT 
Based on the discussion at the April Board meeting and additional comments received from stakeholders, Staff 

has made a number of changes to the template grant agreement. The changes are reflected in the updated 

template grant agreement included as Attachment 1. Former language is in strikeout and new language is 

underlined to facilitate review of these changes. A summary of the changes is provided here. 

Timing of Execution of the Grant Agreement 
In the April 24, 2017 report, Staff recommended that projects on the Applications Received Beyond Bond 

Authority List be required to enter in to a grant agreement as a condition of placement of the Unfunded List (Lack 

of AB 55 Loans). Stakeholders expressed concern that there was no commitment of funds from the state at the 

time projects are approved for placement on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) and that they would not be 

comfortable signing an agreement for a project that did not yet have a guarantee of future state funding. 

Therefore, Staff is recommending that the agreement be entered into as a condition of fund release. The grant 

agreement itself will be provided to the district by Staff upon placement on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 

Loans); however submitting a signed agreement will not be required until the district requests a fund release.  

Who Must Enter into a Grant Agreement 
Staff recommends reducing the universe of projects to which the grant agreements will apply. Because projects 

on the Unfunded List were received between May and October 2012, and were fully processed and approved by 

the Board, Staff recommends that these projects not be subject to grant agreements.  

Staff maintains its position that projects on the Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority List and those 

Approved Applications submitted on or after April 1, 2017 are separate and apart from those that were fully 

processed. There were concerns raised that districts may have expended funds on items that included ineligible 

technology purchases; however, these projects have not been reviewed by OPSC, approved by the Board, 

funded, nor have expenditures been reported. Districts have the ability to resolve this issue by excluding 

expenditures that may be ineligible from the project expenditure reports. Therefore, Staff recommends that the 

projects on the Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority List and those Approved Applications submitted 

on or after April 1, 2017 be subject to the requirement of entering into a grant agreement. Any project that 

received an Unfunded Approval and placement on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) prior to the approval 

of this item would not be subject to grant agreements. 

The table below summarizes who must enter into a grant agreement moving forward: 

Application Type and/or Status Subject to Grant Agreement 

Applications for Funding on the Unfunded List No 

Approved Applications on the Applications Received Beyond Bond 

Authority List as of March 31, 2017 
Yes 

Approved Applications received on or after April 1, 2017 through June 5, 

2017 
Yes 

All Approved Applications for Funding received on or after June 6, 2017 Yes 
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Page Three 

STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 

Board Member and Stakeholder Feedback 
In order to ensure that the grant agreement template included all necessary provisions and contained language 

that accurately described the responsibility of all parties, Staff sought additional feedback from stakeholders at a 

public meeting held on May 8, 2017. The following is a summary of Board member concerns raised at the April 

meeting, feedback Staff received from stakeholders, and OPSC’s responses.  

MEMBER/STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK OPSC RESPONSE 

Changes the way savings can be used 
These items remain for the reasons presented at the April 

Board meeting. Clarifications to the language were added. 

Timing of the Execution of the Grant Agreement 

Revision to the grant agreement – Requires that the 

districts provide a signed grant agreement as a condition 

of receiving funds.  

Most of the items listed as Exhibits have already 

been submitted with the funding application. 

Revision to the grant agreement – Eliminated the exhibits 

of state agency approvals and other documents that are 

part of the project file. Now these documents will be 

incorporated by reference. 

Concern that the Agreement is not consistent with 

SFP Regulations 

Revision to grant agreement - As this was not OPSC’s 

intent, areas that stakeholders identified have been 

updated to ensure consistency with current SFP 

Regulations. 

References to interest appear to apply to interest 

earned on the State and District share funds. 

Revision to the grant agreement – Only interest earned on 

state grant funds will be reportable. 

Concern that compliance with all laws and 

regulations at the time of the execution of the 

agreement may create conflicts. 

Revision to grant agreement - The certification in Section 

C.3. is broadened to reflect overall compliance with all

laws and regulations applicable to the project, which can

be driven by different timelines.

List of Eligible Expenditures is too restrictive and 

may not contemplate all items. 

Staff maintains the position that having a specific list is 

important for the sake of clarity. Added some additional 

items identified by stakeholders. 

Hold Harmless clause 

Revision to grant agreement - This clause is removed 

from the grant agreement template; it is already 

addressed by Education Code Section 17070.60. 

As stated at the April meeting and in response to additional stakeholder questions about the eligible and 

ineligible expenditure lists, it’s extremely important to have clear guidelines for transparency purposes to ensure 

greater accountability in the program. This will assist Districts from expending funds on items that may not be 

eligible program expenditures. Staff will continue to support Districts and provide technical assistance to clarify 

anything that may have been omitted. To date, there have been a limited number of examples that have been 

forwarded by the stakeholder community. Staff realizes that this may not be an exhaustive list and is open to 

presenting modifications to the Board for consideration in the future. In addition, if a district is unclear as to 

whether an item is eligible or ineligible, it may send OPSC a written request for consideration and OPSC will 

provide written clarification.  

Staff received other minor technical suggestions, many of which were addressed by adding clarifying language 

to the agreement. For those suggestions that did not require changes to the agreement, Staff will follow up to 

clarify.  
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 

Staff also received technical suggestions related to the changes resulting from the Governor’s 2017-18 Budget 

proposed trailer bill language. The proposed trailer bill language must go through the standard legislative 

process and therefore is not part of this item. If the trailer bill language is not chaptered as it reads today, June 5, 

2017, then Staff will review any relevant chaptered legislation and present the Board with amendments to the 

template grant agreement, as necessary. 

Regulatory Amendments 
SFP Regulation Section 1859.2 – Definitions 

The amendment defines “Grant Agreement.” 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.90 – Fund Release Process 

The amendment requires applicants to submit a signed Grant Agreement prior to or concurrently with a valid 

Form SAB 50-05, and also requires those receiving a design Apportionment pursuant to Section 1859.81(e) to 

submit a Grant Agreement. 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.90.2 – Priority Funding Process 

The amendments require applicants to acknowledge that a signed Grant Agreement must be submitted prior to 

or concurrently with a valid Form SAB 50-05. 

The amendment makes clear that applicants will be provided ten business days to amend any issues identified 

by Staff on the Form SAB 50-05 Fund Release Authorization submittal before that submittal is deemed ineligible 

and returned to the applicant unprocessed. An updated Form SAB 50-05 will be accepted if received within the 

required time frame for the purposes of determining that the applicant has “not participated” in the priority 

funding round. 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.90.4 – Grant Agreement Submittal 

The amendment creates a new section that specifies which applicants will be subject to Grant Agreements and 

that the Grant Agreement must be submitted. All projects approved for placement on the Unfunded List (Lack of 

AB 55 Loans) on or after June 5, 2017 are subject to the requirement. Projects on the Unfunded List as of June 

5, 2017 are exempt from this requirement. 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.90.5 – Local Bond Reimbursement Fund Releases 

The amendment renumbers an existing section. 

SFP Regulation Form SAB 50-05 Fund Release Authorization 

This amendment incorporates the requirement to submit a signed grant agreement with the request for fund 

release. The applicant will certify that it has already submitted the signed grant agreement, or the signed grant 

agreement accompanies the Form SAB 50-05.  
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UNFUNDED LIST 

Staff recommends that the Board approve the projects on Attachment 5 for placement on the Unfunded List 

(Lack of AB 55 Loans) and exempt these projects from the requirement to enter in to a grant agreement. These 

new construction and modernization projects make up the current Unfunded List of projects that have been fully 

processed by OPSC. If they are approved, bond authority for these projects will be allocated primarily from the 

recently passed Proposition 51. 

The chart below shows the number of applications and total grant amounts for the projects on the list. 

Unfunded List 

Program Funding Applications Total Grant Amount 

New Construction 26 $178,460,543 

Modernization 103 $189,874,945 

Financial Hardship Re-Review 
At this time, nine projects include a prior Financial Hardship approval and have been on the Unfunded List for 

more than 180 days. In this circumstance, Staff must complete an updated review of the district’s available funds 

to determine if additional funds are available to contribute towards the district’s matching share of the project in 

accordance with SFP Regulation 1859.81(e)(3). Staff is able to present the projects for placement on the 

Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) without an updated review, however; before the projects receive an 

Apportionment, the reviews will need to be completed.  

In order to ensure timely processing, OPSC will be reaching out to affected districts requesting all necessary 

documents for the updated Financial Hardship reviews. 

State Agency Approvals -Expired 
EC Section 17072.30 requires that a project have Division of the State Architect (DSA) approval prior to 

receiving an Apportionment by the Board. EC Section 17070.50 also requires that districts obtain the written 

approval of the California Department of Education (CDE) prior to Apportionment. Currently there are eight 

modernization projects and one new construction project on the Unfunded List that do not have valid plan 

approvals from DSA and CDE.  

While OPSC has previously considered projects with a new DSA approval to be a new project, in prior appeal 

items the Board has accepted a new DSA approval without requiring a new application submittal provided the 

project scope of work had not changed. Staff recommends that these projects be addressed in a similar manner, 

allowing the projects to be placed on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) without updated approvals, 

however; the approvals will need to be in place before cash becomes available for an Apportionment. Staff will 

continue to monitor the status of the nine projects with expired state agency approvals and will bring back a 

quarterly report to the Board, updating the status of these projects. 

Participation in Priority Funding 
All projects on the Unfunded List that are placed on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans), including those 

that need updated state agency approvals, are subject to the priority funding process. The current priority 

funding filing round closes on June 8, 2017. Districts electing not to participate in the current filing will receive an 

occurrence for non-participation in accordance with the participation rules for priority funding outlined in SFP 

Regulation Section 1859.90.3. The next opportunity to participate in a priority funding filling round will begin on 
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STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 

November 8, 2017 making the project eligible for an Apportionment after January 1, 2018. A second occurrence 

of non-participation would result in the project being rescinded without further Board action. 

The nine projects that require updated state agency approvals may participate in priority funding without updated 

state agency approvals, however, if the projects do not have updated approvals prior to cash for  

Apportionments for the projects being made available, the projects would be ineligible to receive an 

Apportionment. If this occurs, the request made by the applicant that it could submit a valid Form SAB 50-05 

within 90 days of an Apportionment as required in SFP Regulation Section 1859.90.2(a)(2) would be invalid. This 

is a unique circumstance not specifically addressed by the priority funding regulations. However, Staff  

recommends that the Board declare that this would then result in occurrence for non-participation pursuant to 

SFP Regulation Section 1859.90.3 on the basis that an invalid acknowledgement is essentially the same as a 

district not providing a request to participate at all.  

Therefore, if the nine projects that require updated state agency approvals do not obtain updated approvals prior 

to an Apportionment being made available, it would result in an occurrence of non-participation.  

Summary 
Staff recommends that the Board approve the updated grant agreement template and the conforming regulatory 

amendments in Attachments 2 and 3. In addition, Staff recommends that the Board approve the projects listed in 

Attachment 5 for placement on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) with the condition that the school district 

satisfies financial hardship review and state agency approval requirements as applicable. Approval for 

placement on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB55 Loans) for projects in Attachment 5 does not constitute a 

guarantee of future funding. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Grant Agreement Adoption 
a. Adopt the template grant agreement as shown on Attachment 2 and the regulatory amendments as

shown on Attachment 3.

b. Authorize the Executive Officer to file these regulations on an emergency basis with the Office of

Administrative Law.

c. Authorize the Executive Officer, or designee, to sign and execute grant agreements.

Approval Projects on the Unfunded List 
d. Approve the SFP applications as listed in Attachment 5 for placement on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB

55 Loans).

e. Provide that the approval does not constitute a guarantee of future funding.

f. Require all applications listed on Attachment 5 to obtain updated state agency approvals, as needed,

prior to cash being available for an Apportionment without requiring the application to be resubmitted.

g. Provide that all applications listed on Attachment 5 are able to participate in the current Priority Funding

round, including those for which updated approvals from DSA and/or CDE are still being obtained, and

all applications listed on the Attachment are subject to the priority funding participation rules outlined in

SFP Regulation Section 1859.90.3.

h. Provide that failure to obtain updated CDE and/or DSA approvals prior to cash being available for an

Apportionment, but after requesting to participate in the priority funding process, shall result in an

occurrence of non-participation as the request will be considered invalid.

i. Direct Staff to provide the Board with quarterly reports that provide the status of the nine projects with

expired state agency approvals.
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BOARD ACTION 

In considering this Item, the SAB approved a motion to 1) adopt the Grant Agreement and corresponding 

regulatory amendments; 2) authorize the Executive Officer to file the regulations on an emergency basis 

with the Office of Administrative Law; 3) authorize the Executive Officer, or designee, to sign and execute 

grant agreements; 4) approve the SFP applications as listed on Attachment 5 for placement on the 

Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) and to acknowledge that the approval does not constitute a guarantee 

of future funding; 5) require all applications listed on Attachment 5 obtain updated state agency approvals, 

as needed, prior to cash being available for an Apportionment without requiring the application to be 

resubmitted; 6) provide that all applications listed on Attachment 5 are able to participate in the current 

Priority Funding round, including those for which updated approvals from DSA and/or CDE are still being 

obtained, and all applications listed on the Attachment are subject to the priority funding participation rules 

outlined in SFP Regulation Section 1859.90.3; 7) provide that failure to obtain updated DSA and/or CDE 

approvals prior to cash being available for an Apportionment, but after requesting to participate in the priority 

funding process, shall result in an occurrence of non-participation as the request will be considered invalid; 

and 8) direct staff to provide the SAB with quarterly reports concerning the status of the nine projects with 

expired state agency approvals. 

In addition to the above approvals, the SAB was informed that the projects on the [true] unfunded list would 

be excluded from the Grant Agreement.  However, the Grant Agreement would apply to projects on the 

Acknowledged List, which are projects that have not been processed to the SAB.  The Grant Agreement 

would also apply to projects currently being processed, which are those projects that relate to the old bond 

program, meaning the Seismic Mitigation Program and the Facility Hardship Program.  Furthermore, the 

Grant Agreement would apply to projects in the Consent portion of the Agenda since these projects are 

current workload and relate to the same existing bond program. 

The SAB made the modifications read into the record by the Executive Officer as part of the motion to adopt 

Option #1.  These modifications include the following: 

 Language in the Grant Agreement on pages 215, 219, 238 and 253 indicating that freezers,

refrigerators and stoves are eligible items will be amended to delete the language stating that these

items are eligible only if used to provide food service for all students.

 Language in the Grant Agreement on pages 215, 219, 238 and 253 indicating that exercise

equipment is an eligible expenditure only if used by all students will be amended to read that

exercise equipment is an eligible expenditure only if available for use by all students.

 The Grant Agreement will be amended to include specific language that specifies that school

districts may seek written communication from OPSC to clarify whether an item is an eligible or

ineligible expenditure, and that local auditors may rely on this written communication when

performing the project audit.
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LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-585 Modernization G 5/10/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 7,311,673.00 7,311,673.00 7,311,673.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-010 Modernization G 5/10/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 913,941.00 913,941.00 8,225,614.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
ORANGE PLACENTIA-YORBA LINDA UNIFIED 57/66647-00-033 Modernization G 5/10/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,758,421.00 1,758,421.00 9,984,035.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
ORANGE SANTA ANA UNIFIED 57/66670-00-052 Modernization G 5/11/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 3,220,891.00 3,220,891.00 13,204,926.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-137 Modernization G 5/15/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 4,488,621.00 4,488,621.00 17,693,547.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
KERN SIERRA SANDS UNIFIED 57/73742-00-008 Modernization G 5/15/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 5,042,273.00 5,042,273.00 22,735,820.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-006 Modernization G 5/17/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,502,290.00 1,502,290.00 24,238,110.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
ORANGE ANAHEIM CITY 57/66423-00-030 Modernization G 5/17/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 4,997,913.00 4,997,913.00 29,236,023.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 57/68676-00-034 Modernization G 5/21/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 700,708.00 700,708.00 29,936,731.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-010 Modernization G 5/25/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 259,210.00 259,210.00 30,195,941.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-37-006 Modernization G 5/29/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 372,000.00 372,000.00 30,567,941.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-003 Modernization G 5/30/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 716,504.00 716,504.00 31,284,445.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
CONTRA COSTA PITTSBURG UNIFIED 57/61788-00-009 Modernization G 5/31/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 3,272,108.00 3,272,108.00 34,556,553.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
SAN DIEGO GROSSMONT UNION HIGH 57/68130-00-018 Modernization G 6/1/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,943,275.00 1,943,275.00 36,499,828.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 57/68676-00-035 Modernization G 6/4/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 136,160.00 136,160.00 36,635,988.00 112-012 12/12/2012 Yes
HUMBOLDT EUREKA CITY UNIFIED 57/75515-00-011 Modernization G 6/8/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 353,464.00 353,464.00 36,989,452.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
HUMBOLDT EUREKA CITY UNIFIED 57/75515-00-011 Modernization G 6/8/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 11,126.00 11,126.00 37,000,578.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CARLSBAD UNIFIED 57/73551-00-009 Modernization G 6/8/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,236,680.00 2,236,680.00 39,237,258.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CARLSBAD UNIFIED 57/73551-00-009 Modernization G 6/8/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 70,162.00 70,162.00 39,307,420.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO WASHINGTON UNIFIED 57/76778-00-001 Modernization G 6/12/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 5,732,333.00 5,732,333.00 45,039,753.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
FRESNO WASHINGTON UNIFIED 57/76778-00-001 Modernization G 6/12/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 173,732.00 173,732.00 45,213,485.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-004 Modernization G 6/12/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,034,935.00 1,034,935.00 46,248,420.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-004 Modernization G 6/12/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 32,350.00 32,350.00 46,280,770.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
EL DORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 57/61903-00-007 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,308,551.00 1,308,551.00 47,589,321.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
EL DORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 57/61903-00-007 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 40,994.00 40,994.00 47,630,315.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-003 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 134,702.00 134,702.00 47,765,017.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-003 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 4,209.00 4,209.00 47,769,226.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-004 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 597,142.00 597,142.00 48,366,368.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-004 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 18,743.00 18,743.00 48,385,111.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-009 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 835,551.00 835,551.00 49,220,662.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-009 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 26,228.00 26,228.00 49,246,890.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-026 Modernization G 6/18/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 650,564.00 650,564.00 49,897,454.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-026 Modernization G 6/18/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 20,421.00 20,421.00 49,917,875.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-586 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,815,685.00 1,815,685.00 51,733,560.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-586 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 56,820.00 56,820.00 51,790,380.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-587 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,407,694.00 1,407,694.00 53,198,074.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-587 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 44,178.00 44,178.00 53,242,252.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-588 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 810,377.00 810,377.00 54,052,629.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-588 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 25,431.00 25,431.00 54,078,060.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-17-012 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,413,624.00 1,413,624.00 55,491,684.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-17-012 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 44,273.00 44,273.00 55,535,957.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-32-022 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 4,839,200.00 4,839,200.00 60,375,157.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-32-022 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 151,441.00 151,441.00 60,526,598.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-005 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,626,001.00 2,626,001.00 63,152,599.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-005 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 82,280.00 82,280.00 63,234,879.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 Modernization G 6/21/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 3,442,280.00 3,442,280.00 66,677,159.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 Modernization G 6/21/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 108,221.00 108,221.00 66,785,380.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED 57/75481-00-005 Modernization G 6/22/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,796,516.00 1,796,516.00 68,581,896.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED 57/75481-00-005 Modernization G 6/22/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 56,569.00 56,569.00 68,638,465.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57/67447-00-058 Modernization G 6/27/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 440,998.00 440,998.00 69,079,463.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57/67447-00-058 Modernization G 6/27/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 13,885.00 13,885.00 69,093,348.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57/69427-00-033 Modernization G 6/27/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 4,111,809.00 4,111,809.00 73,205,157.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57/69427-00-033 Modernization G 6/27/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 107,194.00 107,194.00 73,312,351.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 Modernization G 6/29/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,187,376.00 2,187,376.00 75,499,727.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 Modernization G 6/29/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 68,744.00 68,744.00 75,568,471.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SONOMA RINCON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/70896-00-008 Modernization G 7/2/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,433,625.00 1,433,625.00 77,002,096.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SONOMA RINCON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/70896-00-008 Modernization G 7/2/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 45,146.00 45,146.00 77,047,242.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-007 Modernization G 7/3/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,082,124.00 2,082,124.00 79,129,366.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-007 Modernization G 7/3/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 65,540.00 65,540.00 79,194,906.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-010 Modernization G 7/5/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,066,177.00 2,066,177.00 81,261,083.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-010 Modernization G 7/5/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 64,833.00 64,833.00 81,325,916.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-009 Modernization G 7/5/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,357,814.00 1,357,814.00 82,683,730.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-009 Modernization G 7/5/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 35,617.00 35,617.00 82,719,347.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
BUTTE MANZANITA ELEMENTARY 57/61499-00-001 Modernization D 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 88,525.00 0.00 132,788.00 221,313.00 82,940,660.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
BUTTE MANZANITA ELEMENTARY 57/61499-00-001 Modernization D 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 2,776.00 0.00 4,163.00 6,939.00 82,947,599.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-589 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 987,011.00 987,011.00 83,934,610.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-589 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 30,888.00 30,888.00 83,965,498.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-590 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,155,827.00 2,155,827.00 86,121,325.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-590 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 67,543.00 67,543.00 86,188,868.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-592 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,594,025.00 1,594,025.00 87,782,893.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-592 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 49,942.00 49,942.00 87,832,835.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-39-007 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,139,156.00 2,139,156.00 89,971,991.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-39-007 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 67,028.00 67,028.00 90,039,019.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-61-009 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 4,343,350.00 4,343,350.00 94,382,369.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-61-009 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 136,100.00 136,100.00 94,518,469.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-044 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,067,649.00 1,067,649.00 95,586,118.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-044 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 33,524.00 33,524.00 95,619,642.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-594 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 723,664.00 723,664.00 96,343,306.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-594 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 22,663.00 22,663.00 96,365,969.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-595 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,122,067.00 1,122,067.00 97,488,036.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
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LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-595 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 35,056.00 35,056.00 97,523,092.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-011 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,103,653.00 1,103,653.00 98,626,745.00 112-012 1/23/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-011 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 34,571.00 34,571.00 98,661,316.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-012 Modernization G 7/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 422,704.00 422,704.00 99,084,020.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57/61259-00-070 Modernization G 7/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 261,354.00 261,354.00 99,345,374.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-045 Modernization G 7/23/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,071,166.00 2,071,166.00 101,416,540.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-139 Modernization G 7/30/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,720,850.00 1,720,850.00 103,137,390.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES BALDWIN PARK UNIFIED 57/64287-00-016 Modernization G 7/30/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 402,829.00 402,829.00 103,540,219.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 57/68338-00-229 Modernization G 7/31/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,237,882.00 2,237,882.00 105,778,101.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
TULARE STRATHMORE UNION ELEMENTARY 57/72157-00-003 Modernization D 7/31/2012 3/20/2013 140,922.00 0.00 264,551.00 405,473.00 106,183,574.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-005 Modernization G 8/1/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,452,253.00 1,452,253.00 107,635,827.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-027 Modernization G 8/7/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 421,128.00 421,128.00 108,056,955.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
MONTEREY MONTEREY COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10272-00-001 Modernization D 8/8/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 153,819.00 153,819.00 108,210,774.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57/66696-00-003 Modernization G 8/13/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,172,118.00 2,172,118.00 110,382,892.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57/66696-00-003 Modernization G 8/13/2012 8/28/2013 0.00 0.00 697,109.00 697,109.00 111,080,001.00 112-012 08/28/13 Yes
NAPA CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED 57/66241-00-003 Modernization G 8/16/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 442,693.00 442,693.00 111,522,694.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 57/61424-00-004 Modernization G 8/17/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 3,439,355.00 3,439,355.00 114,962,049.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
CONTRA COSTA MARTINEZ UNIFIED 57/61739-00-007 Modernization G 8/17/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,304,026.00 2,304,026.00 117,266,075.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-004 Modernization G 8/21/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 3,193,909.00 3,193,909.00 120,459,984.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-029 Modernization G 8/28/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,993,640.00 2,993,640.00 123,453,624.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
GLENN LAKE ELEMENTARY 57/62596-00-001 Modernization G 9/11/2012 3/20/2013 308,808.00 0.00 644,216.00 953,024.00 124,406,648.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-140 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,961,579.00 1,961,579.00 126,368,227.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-141 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 5,531,483.00 5,531,483.00 131,899,710.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-597 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,032,271.00 1,032,271.00 132,931,981.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-598 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 550,676.00 550,676.00 133,482,657.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-599 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 437,796.00 437,796.00 133,920,453.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-38-022 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 4,360,668.00 4,360,668.00 138,281,121.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-006 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 658,522.00 658,522.00 138,939,643.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-031 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 786,282.00 786,282.00 139,725,925.00 112-012 3/20/2013 Yes
ORANGE BREA-OLINDA UNIFIED 57/66449-00-012 Modernization G 9/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,411,697.00 1,411,697.00 141,137,622.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SUTTER MERIDIAN ELEMENTARY 57/71415-00-001 Modernization D 10/2/2012 5/22/2013 7,900.00 0.00 44,023.00 51,923.00 141,189,545.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-019 Modernization G 10/3/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 586,806.00 586,806.00 141,776,351.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-020 Modernization G 10/3/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 911,821.00 911,821.00 142,688,172.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
TULARE STRATHMORE UNION ELEMENTARY 57/72157-00-003 Modernization G 10/3/2012 5/22/2013 1,472,372.00 0.00 2,208,558.00 3,680,930.00 146,369,102.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SONOMA DUNHAM ELEMENTARY 57/70672-00-001 Modernization G 10/5/2012 5/22/2013 429,203.00 0.00 655,954.00 1,085,157.00 147,454,259.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-024 New Construction G 10/9/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 15,685,743.00 15,685,743.00 163,140,002.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-047 Modernization G 10/11/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 946,931.00 946,931.00 164,086,933.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
VENTURA VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10561-00-004 Modernization G 10/12/2012 5/22/2013 436,839.00 0.00 655,258.00 1,092,097.00 165,179,030.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE CYPRESS ELEMENTARY 57/66480-00-004 Modernization G 10/16/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,955,840.00 1,955,840.00 167,134,870.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-013 New Construction G 10/16/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,457,114.00 3,457,114.00 170,591,984.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SANTA BARBARA SOLVANG ELEMENTARY 57/69336-00-002 Modernization G 10/16/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,549,252.00 3,549,252.00 174,141,236.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-015 New Construction G 10/17/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 6,708,658.00 6,708,658.00 180,849,894.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-032 Modernization G 10/17/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 640,660.00 640,660.00 181,490,554.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-016 New Construction G 10/18/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,303,604.00 2,303,604.00 183,794,158.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
MENDOCINO MENDOCINO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10231-00-001 Modernization G 10/22/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 184,346.00 184,346.00 183,978,504.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 50/63321-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 15,473,429.00 15,473,429.00 199,451,933.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 50/63321-00-027 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 10,048,623.00 10,048,623.00 209,500,556.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 50/75242-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 21,621,701.00 21,621,701.00 231,122,257.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-030 Modernization G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,872,262.00 1,872,262.00 232,994,519.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-025 New Construction G 10/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,018,414.00 1,018,414.00 234,012,933.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-026 New Construction G 10/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 546,654.00 546,654.00 234,559,587.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-017 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,312,050.00 2,312,050.00 236,871,637.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-018 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 6,217,866.00 6,217,866.00 243,089,503.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-033 Modernization G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,012,214.00 2,012,214.00 245,101,717.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
RIVERSIDE TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED 50/75192-00-039 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,563,291.00 1,563,291.00 246,665,008.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SONOMA WINDSOR UNIFIED 50/75358-00-014 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 141,044.00 141,044.00 246,806,052.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 57/64444-00-009 Modernization G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,127,431.00 2,127,431.00 248,933,483.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 57/64444-00-010 Modernization G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 5,053,092.00 5,053,092.00 253,986,575.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN MATEO BURLINGAME ELEMENTARY 57/68882-00-008 Modernization G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,548,512.00 1,548,512.00 255,535,087.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN MATEO SEQUOIA UNION HIGH 50/69062-01-003 New Construction G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,478,179.00 1,478,179.00 257,013,266.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
RIVERSIDE CORONA-NORCO UNIFIED 50/67033-00-036 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 683,175.00 683,175.00 257,696,441.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN BERNARDINOVICTOR VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/67934-00-021 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,242,878.00 3,242,878.00 260,939,319.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN BERNARDINOVICTOR VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/67934-00-022 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,360,869.00 3,360,869.00 264,300,188.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-014 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 30,518,867.00 30,518,867.00 294,819,055.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 57/73791-00-005 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,986,827.00 2,986,827.00 297,805,882.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-010 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 635,720.00 635,720.00 298,441,602.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 50/69641-00-001 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 4,166,578.00 4,166,578.00 302,608,180.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 50/69641-00-002 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,485,437.00 1,485,437.00 304,093,617.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 57/69641-00-029 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 635,554.00 635,554.00 304,729,171.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 57/69641-00-030 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 720,787.00 720,787.00 305,449,958.00 112-012 05/22/13 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 50/61804-01-001 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 612,224.00 612,224.00 306,062,182.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/61804-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 505,811.00 505,811.00 306,567,993.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/61804-00-022 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 1,588,327.00 1,588,327.00 308,156,320.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-006 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 7,210,103.00 7,210,103.00 315,366,423.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES PALOS VERDES PENINSULA UNIFIED 50/64865-00-006 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 999,139.00 999,139.00 316,365,562.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES PALOS VERDES PENINSULA UNIFIED 57/64865-00-025 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 1,856,645.00 1,856,645.00 318,222,207.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 393,067.00 393,067.00 318,615,274.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-022 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 490,014.00 490,014.00 319,105,288.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES WHITTIER UNION HIGH 57/65128-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 3,178,351.00 3,178,351.00 322,283,639.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 50/73643-00-019 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 5,930,954.00 5,930,954.00 328,214,593.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
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SAN DIEGO SOLANA BEACH ELEMENTARY 50/68387-00-002 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 11,562,358.00 11,562,358.00 339,776,951.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN LAMMERSVILLE JOINT UNIFIED 50/76760-00-006 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 10,815,703.00 10,815,703.00 350,592,654.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA FRANKLIN-MCKINLEY ELEMENTARY 57/69450-00-009 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 511,489.00 511,489.00 351,104,143.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
SANTA CLARA GILROY UNIFIED 57/69484-00-008 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 725,354.00 725,354.00 351,829,497.00 112-012 06/26/13 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/64352-02-001 New Construction G 10/31/2012 7/10/2013 0.00 0.00 16,505,991.00 16,505,991.00 368,335,488.00 112-012 07/10/13 Yes
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APPEARANCES: 

 
MEMBERS OF THE BOARD PRESENT: 
 
ERAINA ORTEGA, Chief Deputy Director, Policy, Department of  
 Finance, designated representative for Michael Cohen,       
 Director, Department of Finance  
 
DANIEL KIM, Daniel Kim, Director, Department of General 
 Services 
 

CESAR DIAZ, Appointee of Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor of  
 the State of California 
 
JUAN MIRELES, Director, School Facilities and Transportation 
 Services Division, California Department of Education,     
 designated representative for Tom Torlakson, Superintendent 
 of Public Instruction 
 
SENATOR BENJAMIN ALLEN 
 
SENATOR JANET NGUYEN 
 
SENATOR RICHARD PAN 
 
ASSEMBLYMEMBER ADRIN NAZARIAN 

 
ASSEMBLYMEMBER ROCKY CHAVEZ 
 
ASSEMBLYMEMBER PATRICK O'DONNELL 
 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PRESENT: 
 
LISA SILVERMAN, Executive Officer 
 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES, OFFICE 
OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION (OPSC) PRESENT: 
 
LISA SILVERMAN, Executive Officer 
BARBARA KAMPMEINERT, Deputy Executive Officer 

 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES, 
  OFFICE OF LEGAL SERVICES PRESENT: 
 
JONETTE BANZON, Staff Counsel 

349

ATTACHMENT C

567



  3 
 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 

 
 

P R O C E E D I N G S 
 

 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Good afternoon, everyone.  

I'd like to call the June 5th meeting of the State 

Allocation Board to order.  Please call the roll. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Certainly.  Senator Allen.   

  Senator Nguyen. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  Here. 

  MS. BANZON:   

  MR. GUARDADO:  Senator Pan. 

  SENATOR PAN:  Here. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Assemblymember Nazarian. 

  Assemblymember Chavez. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER CHAVEZ:  Here.  

  MR. GUARDADO:  Assemblymember O'Donnell. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Here. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Juan Mireles. 

  MR. MIRELES:  Here. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Cesar Diaz. 

  MR. DIAZ:  Here.   

  MR. GUARDADO:  Daniel Kim. 

  MR. KIM:  Here. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  And Eraina Ortega. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Here. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  We have a quorum.   
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  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you.  Our first item of 

business will be the Minutes from the April 24th meeting.  

Any comments/edits to the Minutes? 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER CHAVEZ:  Move approval of the 

Minutes. 

  MR. DIAZ:  Second.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Moved and seconded.  

All in favor of approval of the Minutes, please say aye. 

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Passes unanimously.  Lisa. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  So the Executive Officer's 

Statement, there's a few items we want to share today.   

  There is a current priority funding round that 

just opened on May 10th and that wraps up on Thursday, 

June 8th.  So any project that received an unfunded 

approval, even as part of the Consent Agenda today, will be 

eligible to submit certification for the fall bond sale. 

  And again, there's specific requirements as far as 

the type of documentation they have to submit for that fund 

release, but then that's in the future.   

  We also have a charter round that actually closes 

today at 5:00 o'clock, and so we'll have some updates for 

the Board in the next coming weeks about how many applicants 

that we did receive.   

  We also want to give the Board an update.  We just 
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apportioned projects on April 24th and the timelines for 

those projects to come in July 24th.  And we were 

encouraging districts to submit their certification for the 

fund release early because we might have some issues of 

closing out of the fund accounts with the controller's 

office.  So we want to remind folks that the fund release 

documents should be submitted as early as possible. 

  We also had three projects as part of the Consent 

Agenda.  One is an appeal and two items on the Consent 

Agenda for the Seismic Mitigation Program.  And that's over 

$12 million. 

  And we also have some instructional videos for the 

Seismic Mitigation Program and how to walk through the 

process not only for our office but the Division of State 

Architect and quick easy tips on how to submit cost 

estimates and funding applications.  So those should be up 

on our website sometime mid-June.   

  And with that, we also wanted to announce the next 

meeting's in a few weeks, June 28th.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any 

questions?  Any public comment on this?  Welcome, Senator 

Allen.   

  So if there isn't any objection, I'm going to 

suggest we move right to the items under Tab 7 so that we 

can take up those action items prior to taking up of the 
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Consent Calendar because they could potentially have some 

effect on items in the Consent Calendar.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Could you speak a 

little louder. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.  Sorry.  So we'll take 

up the items under Tab 7 and the grant agreement and the 

processing of the acknowledged list as it is known.  So 

we'll move to Item 7.  Lisa. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes.  So we wanted to get your 

attention on page 79 and Tab 7.  We wanted to share with the 

Board -- I know we had a meeting last month and we provided 

the Board a template of the grant agreement and we also had 

recommendations at our prior meeting that the grant 

agreement template would be applying to all projects 

including projects on the true unfunded list and every 

project on the acknowledged list. 

  But we actually had, you know, a very broad 

discussion last month and we did hear some very important 

points, not only from the stakeholders but also by Board 

members.  So with that, we did work together with the 

stakeholders, received some comments, so we actually had a 

subsequent meeting on May 8th as a result of those comments. 

  And so we did receive written communication from 

the stakeholders.  That public meeting that was held on 

May 8th, we had about 25 to 30 participants.  We had about 
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175 people view the webcast as well.   

  We also wanted to share and highlight with the 

Board, we made some significant changes as a result of the 

communication not only received from the stakeholders but 

from the various interested parties and the community. 

  So with that, we are presenting as part of the 

item is Attachment 1 which is the grant agreement template 

that actually has some revisions and modifications.  So 

you'll see that items on pages listed that have strikeouts 

and amendments to that. 

  Also on Attachment 2 is the cleaned-up version of 

the new template.  So the significant things we wanted to 

share with the Board is the amendments we made.   

  So on page 80, I'd like to draw your attention 

to -- our proposal has been modified and so as part of 

having the grant agreement in place and the timing of the 

agreement, it was something that was very much taken into 

consideration.  

  We initially proposed that a grant agreement be 

executed prior to receiving the unfunded approval.  We have 

since modified that and so the grant agreement -- we're 

recommending that be modified in accordance to one of the 

stakeholder's comments that it be applied or in effect 

before the funds are released.  So that's a significant 

modification we made. 
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  And we also are recommending that the projects on 

the true unfunded list, the projects that were processed 

prior to the Board change of regulations, over $368 million 

in projects, those projects will be excluded from the grant 

agreement.  So that's a significant change from what we had 

initially from last month. 

  But those projects -- the grant agreement would 

also apply to the projects on the acknowledged list and 

those are the projects that haven't been processed by the 

Board, and again the Board changed regulations and didn't 

want to take action on proceedings.  So the grant agreement 

would apply to them. So the grant agreement would apply to 

them.   

  It would also apply to projects that are being 

processed currently.  So those projects that relate to the 

old bond program, meaning Seismic Mitigation Program, 

Facility Hardship Program, the grant agreements would be 

applying to those projects.  So it's a limited universe of 

projects, close to $70 million, that the grant agreement 

would apply to as well. 

  So with that, I know there is a few concerns 

related to technology.  Those items have not changed, but 

can I draw your attention on page 81.  There is a short 

summary of the changes that we did modify.  As I mentioned 

before, the timing of the grant agreement, we actually did 
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eliminate and streamline -- we did receive some comments 

about having duplicate information, letters -- approval 

letters from the Division of State Architect, approval 

letters from the Department of Education, various approval 

levels that we have in our office related to financial 

hardship, so we also eliminated that.   

  We streamlined the definition section as well.  We 

also removed the hold harmless clause in addition to that.  

But we wanted to highlight -- I know we've been having some 

various conversations with stakeholders, even up to the last 

few minutes.   

  We definitely had some viable feedback that came 

in over the last few days and we definitely want to 

acknowledge that, you know, for the record, we will be 

recommending some changes to that -- the grant agreement 

template.   

  So even -- we'll read that into the record as far 

as what amendments we want to have hold.   

  So with that, staff wanted to reiterate the 

importance of having a grant agreement, to have fair 

guidelines for the School Facilities Program, to ensure 

transparency and greater accountability.  This will -- 

school districts, not only large but also the small 

districts that are not frequent players in the program and 

this is to ensure that they are successful and having good 
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outcomes of the program, but they also clearly understand 

the rules of what's eligible to be expended and what items 

are not eligible to be expended and it's by program.   

  So every program has a different design as far as 

eligible expenditures and noneligible expenditures.  So we 

have to have both lists as a complement of that.   

  We also wanted to share as part of the companion 

item is not applying the grant agreement to the true 

unfunded list.  We're asking the Board to actually approve 

Attachment 5, which is all the projects that have been 

processed by the Board -- by staff previously and carry 

those items to the unfunded list, lack of AB-55 loans which 

is meaning those projects will be -- have bond authority 

awarded to them and will be waiting for a fall bond sale.  

  What we wanted to highlight on page 83 on the item 

is there are some projects on that true unfunded list that 

actually have expired state agency approvals.  There are 

nine of them specifically.  We understand.  We've been 

communicating with those districts that they actually are 

working with the various agencies at Division of State 

Architect and Department of Education to have some letters 

and approvals reinstated. 

  So we'll be tracking that and giving the Board 

some update.  Again, we want to reiterate to the Board that 

even though we're -- the recommendations to take action on 
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those projects, that they're -- they don't have the ability 

to access the cash until they correct that.  So we provide 

an update to the Board.   

  There's also several projects that will require a 

financial hardship re-review and we will be communicating 

with those districts to have those financial updates as 

well. 

  So we wanted to highlight on page 84, as far as 

what we recommend is we definitely recommend a grant 

agreement template and conforming regulations and we also 

recommend that the exclusion of  $370 million for the 

unfunded -- true unfunded projects be excluded from the 

grant agreement.  But we also wanted to acknowledge with the 

template itself, as part of Attachment 2, that there be 

inclusion of language.   

  I know on page 215 of the grant agreement template 

and 219, 238 and 253, during our discussions we had some 

very explicit -- it was great feedback that we heard about 

freezers and refrigerators and stoves.  In those 

circumstances, I know we have language in there currently 

that says only if used for food service to all students.  

  We definitely think that language needs to be 

struck out and definitely keep freezer, refrigerators, and 

stoves in the agreement itself, not excluding those items.  

And the purpose is because --for various reasons.  
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Refrigerators could be used for nursing -- the nurse's 

office obviously could have, you know, medications that need 

to be housed for students and also freezers could be used 

for, you know, various things for science classes and, you 

know, obviously chemicals may be properly stored in those, 

so obviously the need to have that there as well. 

  We also wanted to -- so we would definitely modify 

that language, and as far as exercise equipment, there was a 

good comment that we heard today.  We would also recommend 

changing the language also on that stamped page related to 

if only available for use by all students.   

  So it was a great comment.  Thank you, Senator, 

for sharing that today.  So in that regards, we would be 

making those amendments and we're also recommending as 

well -- I know we've heard numerous comments related to the 

template itself, the grant agreement.  We've had comments 

from stakeholders that for an item that's not currently on 

the list, since we do provide active feedback to our grantee 

as far as, if it's not on the list and this is a service we 

provide anyway, we would definitely provide written 

clarification and that written clarification can also be 

part of the template as well.   

  So we would acknowledge a change in the language 

on page 207 and 259 to include language that would 

specifically reference that if the district receives written 
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communication from the Office of Public School Construction 

for items not included on the list and -- list of 

eligible/ineligibles, that the local auditors will be 

seeking that written response as a guideline and tool for 

allowable expenditures.  

  So again, we'll definitely modify that as well.  I 

mean that was definitely a concern that we've heard from the 

stakeholder community that they have a reference point in 

the grant agreement template just in case we have written 

communication that doesn't meet the list eligibility. 

  So with that, we're recommending the Board adopt 

the grant agreement and the regulations and conforming 

added. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  We have several 

speakers who have signed up to speak.  I think, though, 

before I call the first speaker up, I'll open it up to the 

members of the Board if anybody wants to make any comments 

or has any specific questions.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Yes, I do. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Sure.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  With regard to 

ineligible versus eligible list, it looks like what you're 

saying is we should continue down the eligible path.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  The eligible 

360

ATTACHMENT C

578



  14 
 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 

 
 

expenditure -- well, I have, you know, just a macro level 

problem with -- but with regard to the specific proposal 

before us today, what you're saying is that the grant 

agreement would have language that speaks to a letter so 

the -- would give auditors direction because we're going to 

get caught in auditor land real quick --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  -- unless we have 

something real specific in the grant agreement itself.  

That's my understanding from FICMAT.  Could you maybe 

educate the group here on that. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's what we're recommending 

making a modification to the grant agreement to acknowledge 

that if the staff does provide letters in reference to a 

specific eligibility item and we provide them specific 

guidelines that those items would be allowable, then this is 

the edit that we are willing to make today in the grant 

agreement.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Okay.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  So can I also -- I think we 

had envisioned as I've discussed with staff how they would 

handle this, is to the extent that an issue comes up that 

also really warrants further revision of the grant agreement 

itself.  So if someone -- if a district comes to OPSC and 

seeks advice on whether something is allowable, OPSC could 
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provide that information in writing.  The grant template 

would have the guidance for the auditor to look at, whether 

there's any such document, but OPSC would also come back to 

the SAB to request a revision to the grant agreement 

template.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Correct.  Yeah. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  So that issue would be 

corrected on an ongoing basis. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Right.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  And I think, you know, we 

imagine over the early months of implementation those issues 

are certainly going to come up.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Thank you.  And I have 

other comments, but I'll wait for the -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Anyone else before we 

move to the public comments?  Okay.   I'll call Mr. Don 

Ulrich.   

  MR. ULRICH:  Well, good afternoon, Madam Chair, 

members of the State Allocation Board.  My name is Don 

Ulrich.  I'm from Clovis Unified Schools in the Valley, and 

I represent CASH, the Coalition for Adequate School Housing, 

as their Chair. 

  First of all, thank you for the opportunity to 

provide input on this important topic.  You have received 

letters from me and today really I just want to summarize 
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what the issues are and the position that CASH has taken on 

these topics. 

  First of all, the lists, we recommend that the 

true unfunded and the acknowledged list both be approved and 

you direct OPSC to process the acknowledged list as quickly 

as possible, including directing them to hire the 

appropriate staff to process these applications as soon as 

possible.   

  All these projects were submitted in good faith in 

accordance with the existing program when they were 

submitted.  That hasn't been changed, and in fact, it was 

approved through Prop. 51 to remain unchanged. 

  Also allow projects to retain their place in line 

while getting DSA or CDE reapproval.  Additionally, adjust 

the priority funding deadlines.  Extend the deadline for 

current projects to fund with the fall bond sale.  You could 

accomplish this through regulation changes -- emergency 

regulations.  Doing so will allow projects approved today to 

access the fall bond sale.   

  Regarding the grant agreement -- and I -- this 

one, you know, you've discussed briefly, but we really 

recommend that you allow only ineligible expenditures or, 

you know, to put it another way, those that you can't 

purchase.  We just feel like this is a more clear 

transparent and more easily accountable -- would be easier 
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with this than what you're recommending which is listing 

eligible expenditures.   

  We feel this is more difficult to hold people 

accountable and that the prior would be the better way to do 

this.   

  Again, about the grant agreement, allow it to 

include prospective projects only.  Retroactive application 

will create more complexity for districts, OPSC, and SAB.  

As you know, many school districts that had eligibility and 

turned in projects have done these projects with funds that 

were probably allocated many times for other more 

important -- just as important projects.   

  So if we've already done the project and a new 

grant agreement changes those regulations, that could be 

problematic, I think you'd see.  

  Also with the grant agreement, we do concur with 

OPSC recommendation for signing the grant agreement at the 

time of fund release or when you turn in your 5005.  We 

think that's a good change to the grant agreement.  

  And finally, you know, while these are all 

important positions from a state level, I think even more 

important is that we hear the effects of moving the program 

forward as quickly as possible.  You know, what that does 

for our local school districts, for the projects that 

teachers and kids out there need to have happen, or on the 

364

ATTACHMENT C

582



  18 
 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 

 
 

other hand, what happens if we don't move the project 

forward and we keep taking this valuable time away from 

getting projects done for kids and for teachers out in our 

schools.   

  And I think today you'll hear testimony from 

districts with specific issues, specific projects that are 

going to benefit kids and teachers or if they're not funded 

are going to be a negative impact on kids and teachers and 

really the reason we're all here is to support our local 

schools and our districts and help the environment for 

students and teachers in the state of California. 

  So if you have any questions, I could answer those 

at this point. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I have one question.  So as I 

understand the way the template has been drafted, there's a 

code section reference to every item that's listed as an 

eligible expense.  So this is an attempt to look through all 

of the relevant statutes of the program and put it into one 

document.   

  So when you talk about the -- how signing the 

grant agreement for something that's already been submitted 

to OPSC or already is -- you've already put contracts out on 

a project, with the exception of technology where I will 

acknowledge that's a place where we made --  

  MR. ULRICH:  Yeah. 
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  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  -- a clear change, what is an 

item of expenditure that you think might come up in a 

project that you would have -- that would be in conflict 

with the grant agreement? 

  MR. ULRICH:  Yeah.  I think you framed it.  If 

it's anything that you purchase -- it's mostly technology.  

There could be other things on that list that are purchased 

and I think for districts that have funds available that 

might not be such an issue, but there's many districts that 

in hardship cases that that's the money they have. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Um-hmm.   

  MR. ULRICH:  You know, so if -- especially the 

part about, you know, the penalties and those kind of things 

for projects they've already done I think would be 

problematic.  That's the main issue there.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Mr. Kim. 

  MR. KIM:  Mr. Ulrich, I mentioned before at our 

last meeting, I was at the other end of the table --  

  MR. ULRICH:  Um-hmm.   

  MR. KIM:  -- receiving state funds when I was at 

the local government level, and whether it was the small 

counties or the large counties, we always wanted to get 

clarity on what was an eligible or ineligible expense.  

That's why I'm a little unclear why CASH wouldn't want the 

local school districts, many of whom have seen massive 
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turnover staff -- administrative staff who may not know all 

the rules of engagement, why you wouldn't want a clear list 

of what was eligible and ineligible especially given that, 

to my knowledge, with the exception of the discussion 

regarding technology, there's been no question about any of 

the ineligible expenses.   

  So if there's no question about what's on the 

ineligible list, why not identify that up front for 

everyone. 

  MR. ULRICH:  Yeah.  I'm here to give you, you 

know, CASH's position, but I can add what my -- you know, my 

experience has been and I think we heard it today.  When you 

have a positive list of what's eligible, it's going to be 

reinterpreted many times and that's why I heard that today 

regarding I think it was the exercise equipment. 

  And so the position that we're taking based on 

experts that have been in the facility world frankly quite 

longer than me, you know, that their experience is a -- the 

way we framed it, an ineligible list is clearer and easier 

to hold school districts accountable for what your intention 

is. 

  And I think some of those people that have 

experience can testify today to that effect, but that's our 

opinion on it.  That's how, you know, the practitioners that 

have been doing this for decades have seen this, and as a 
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Board, that's the position we're taking at this time. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Anything else?  I think -- 

thank you, Mr. Ulrich.   

  MR. ULRICH:  You bet.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I'm going to call a couple 

names at a time so that we can move through the list of 

speakers expeditiously.  Margaret Brown and Robert Pierce. 

  MS. BROWN:  Good afternoon, Chairwoman Ortega, 

members of the Board, Senator Nguyen especially.  I'm from 

Garden Grove.  My name's Margaret Brown.  I am the Director 

of Facilities for Garden Grove Unified School District.  I 

also went to elementary, middle, and high school in Garden 

Grove, graduating from Bolsa Grande which is currently being 

modernized at this time.  My mom's also a retired teacher 

from that district, so I have a lot of ties to that district 

and that community.  

  I'm here today to talk about a number of our 

projects that are on the list for funding.  Garden Grove for 

the very first time passed its very first bond measure in 

2012 -- in 2010.  Never did a bond before that.  Never 

actually improved any of our facilities and most of them did 

not have air conditioning.  

  I joined the staff in 2013 and we really started 

going back through the plans and looking at how we could get 

air conditioning in our schools.  We had times when it was 
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95, 103 degrees in the classroom and we're asking our 

students to take -- to study physics, take final exams, and 

it's almost impossible in there.   

  And so we were able to, under the current program, 

get some modernization funding, get some matching funds and 

move those 65 modernization projects through the process, 

but we also went ahead and started adding air conditioning 

our high schools and Bolsa's first of 24 classrooms just 

moved in.  They have air.  So if it's 94 back home today, 

they're in air because they go through June 20th.  So we're 

very excited about that. 

  But we also needed to pass the second bond.  We 

just did one in November for 311 million because we didn't 

anticipate adding air conditioning the first go-around.  And 

we were very excited when the statewide voters passed 

Proposition 51.   

  So we thought great, we're going to get matching 

funds.  So here we go again.  We submitted 14 applications 

to the state for about $12 million and all of those 

applications include air conditioning for our schools and 12 

of those applications are reimbursement.   

  We actually are in the middle of doing that work 

or that work is already done and we're hoping to get that 

money back.  Unfortunately, the state hasn't sold anything 

from Prop. 51.  I know we're looking at selling a little bit 
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and I'm really here to say I hope we sell a lot because we 

are on a list.  What list?  The acknowledged list, but that 

doesn't mean we're anywhere near the top.  We're sort of 

towards the bottom, but we're hoping that if we start 

selling bonds and OPSC starts working our applications and 

doing the eligibility that eventually we'll get that funding 

because that $12 million reimburses the pot that allows us 

to air condition the next batch of schools.   

  We're also going to apply for two more facility 

hardship projects, seismic mitigation.  We already have two 

projects.  We're getting ready to submit two more, and of 

course, I think we got to the front of list with facility 

hardship.  So I'm not so worried about that.   

  If we sell some bonds, I hope they'll be for 

Garden Grove.  But what I'm here to say is that I hope we'll 

sell more bonds and we'll move the projects forward.  I'm 

very happy to hear about the grant agreement that you're 

going to make us sign at fund release. 

  With respect to eligible/ineligible item, the 

costs for Garden Grove -- the amount of state money we get 

is so small compared to the amount of the construction 

costs, it's barely 30 percent.  So we're not going to have a 

problem with the eligible/ineligible, but if this was 

another time, I would tell you that I really would be 

concerned about what's on that list. 
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  If it only says what's eligible and everything 

else is not, it can be very complicated as a -- someone 

who's responsible to my community and to my board about all 

of a sudden, it's not allowed and now it's coming out of 

Prop. 98, I'll be looking for a new job.  And just wanted to 

share those thoughts. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you, Ms. Brown.  And 

you might be interested to know that I graduated from Garden 

Grove High School.  

  MS. BROWN:  Oh, excellent.  That has air now too. 

  MR. PIERCE:   Thank you, Madam Chair, members of 

the Board, staff, members of the audience.  My name is 

Robert Pierce.  I'm Deputy Superintendent for Business 

Services at Elk Grove Unified School District.  I appreciate 

your time today. 

  I know you've received a lot of correspondence 

from people just like myself, including me, so I can keep my 

comments fairly brief.  In short, I am going to urge you and 

ask that you consider approving Option 2 that's before you 

today and that you also consider the grant agreement not 

being retroactive and only applicable to projects that have 

not either completed or started construction at this point 

in time. 

  I will tell you from our perspective at Elk Grove 

Unified we're in complete support of the notion and the 
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thought behind the grant agreement.  I can tell you as a 

public official myself, there is no other public entity than 

school districts that want to comply, that want to fulfill 

requirements and obligations of us, and in that regard, the 

grant agreement does a good job.   

  We know the rules of engagement.  We know how that 

we can be successful in the expenditure of bond funds.  So 

we appreciate that and we think it's a really good thing, 

but again we don't want that to be retroactive.  In other 

words, we have projects that we've either completed and/or 

under construction and I would hate to sign a very large 

document that I can't assure both my board and my 

constituents that we are fully compliant with that agreement 

on day one. 

  A little bit about the Elk Grove story.  Many of 

you might already know this.  We're a large district.  We're 

fifth largest in the state.  We continue to grow. 

fortunately for us; unfortunately, with regard to our lack 

of facilities.  And so we are in a position right now we 

have two elementary schools that are under construction at 

the extreme polar opposite ends of our district.  We're 320 

square miles.  

  We have a school under construction in the City of 

Rancho Cordova and a school under construction in the City 

of Elk Grove.  Both of those schools are in such a high need 

372

ATTACHMENT C

590



  26 
 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 

 
 

right now, absent state funding and absent certain triggers 

that have allowed us to generate capital dollars, our board 

was forced to make a very tough decision and issue 

$30 million of certificates of participation leveraging our 

general fund.  

  All of the neighboring elementary schools in those 

two regions are already on a multitrack year-round calendar. 

If you're not aware what that is, I would be happy -- it was 

popular for a time.  It's still popular in Elk Grove 

Unified, unfortunately.  It's not optimal for the 

educational environment of our students or our staff.   

  Anyhow, neighboring schools, all multitrack, 

year-round.  Both of these two elementary schools will also 

open this summer -- not this fall, but this summer because 

they're multitrack year-round, also on a multitrack 

year-round calendar.   

  So you're talking of schools opening with over 900 

students on day one.  Again we had to issue certificates of 

participation just to make those schools a reality.  We have 

nowhere else to send the students.  We are up against it 

with our communities.  So we're happy to have done that. 

  What we're fearing and where our anxiety level 

increases is with some of the options before you today.  

Just know that current law does not allow us to reapply or 

to apply for new construction dollars if those projects are 
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already occupied.   

  By the time this is all fixed or corrected or 

whichever avenue we're going to go down, if in any way, 

shape, or form we have to reapply as a district -- we're on 

the acknowledged list -- those projects would not be 

eligible for reimbursement from the state.   

  If we receive reimbursement, we need four 

elementary schools, not two.  Those are dollars that are 

immediately going to go to needs in our district.  So in 

short, we would urge you to consider Option 2.  We think 

it's the most fair and equitable for school districts like 

ourself and we would encourage you to make the grant 

agreement not retroactive.  And I'd be happy to answer any 

questions.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes, Senator. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Just a quick question.  With 

Option 1, it doesn't take the money away.  It just -- I 

think for those projects that have been in the list for a 

long time, it just would require the projects to reestablish 

program eligibility. 

  MR. PIERCE:  So the devil could be in the details 

in some of the application of that notion.  My 

understanding, sitting before you right now and not having 

this implemented, is that Option 1 technically -- I believe 

you're correct -- is that we would have to just justify our 

374

ATTACHMENT C

592



  28 
 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 

 
 

existing new construction eligibility as of this point in 

time. 

  That's not a problem for Elk Grove Unified 

frankly.  It may be a problem for other districts who had 

eligibility at the time of their application and built those 

projects and now won't be able to receive new construction. 

  So selfishly for me, that's not an issue.  I think 

it would be issues for other districts.   

  SENATOR ALLEN:  I guess I'm -- how would it be an 

issue for another district if it was always an eligible 

project? 

  MR. PIERCE:  So they theoretically could have 

either started construction on a project and/or completed 

construction on a project and they're just awaiting funding 

and there could be some results of the great recession.  As 

we know, a lot of tentative maps have expired and other 

things have happened where they may not be eligible for new 

construction dollars, and then they would lose funding on 

those projects or not receive funding I should say.   

  Just a technicality, but a significant one.  

  MR. MIRELES:  And if I could just add to that.  

There could be a situation where districts when they apply 

for funding, their enrollment trends were going up and they 

had eligibility to justify the project, but from that year, 

they have experienced a declining enrollment.  So if they 
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have a downward trend now, they may no longer have the 

eligibility to support the project that they did when they 

applied, especially if there's three, four years since the 

time of submittal versus time of review.  

  SENATOR PAN:  But just to clarify, Option 1 is for 

new construction, right?   

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Yes. 

  SENATOR PAN:  So it's not -- I think one of the 

challenges is that we've had applications that go back.  

Now, I could see that school districts have already put in 

money.  They've built, but I also -- because if enrollment 

trend changed since 2010 and that -- so the application 

is -- you know, but they haven't actually built the school. 

Now they're building a school in a place that enrollment 

trends don't support it. 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Um-hmm.  Right.   

  MR. PIERCE:  Yeah.  And I don't want to speak for 

staff, but I think the way it's worded currently, even if 

you have built a school, then you don't have eligibility 

today, you would not be eligible for funding.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I think the -- what's assumed 

in the options is that -- I don't think there's any -- I 

don't think we've really entertained Option 3 of sending the 

applications back.  So I don't think the issue of reapplying 

is going to really --  
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  MS. SILVERMAN:  No.  This was Option 1. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.  I understand.  So just 

looking at the difference between Option 1 and 2, Option 1 

would require the reeligibility -- the recertification of 

eligibility regardless of whether it was new construction or 

not before -- you would have to recertify eligibility. 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Under Option1, it was with 

regard to new construction regardless of whether you've 

already built the project --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Right. 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  -- or if you have plans that you 

are waiting to build the project.  For modernization 

eligibility, it's not -- it doesn't fluctuate as much 

because once the building has -- typically we don't process 

modernization eligibility down.  So it doesn't matter as 

much.  So we're not recommending in Option 1 that 

modernization eligibility needs to be rejustified. 

  But for new construction, the concern is exactly 

as you stated.  If the project was thought of in 2012 or '13 

and the district has not built the project or even if they 

did build the project, we could potentially be spending new 

bond dollars on facilities that are not needed.   

  SENATOR ALLEN:  So when you say new construction 

that's already been built, I can see people getting confused 

about your definition of the word new. 
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  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  So we haven't been processing 

applications for funding since 2012.  So on our second 

action item on the applications received beyond bond 

authority, the Board in 2012 decided to keep a list of 

projects that we would acknowledge but not process. 

  So districts have been submitting funding 

applications under our two main programs, which are the 

Modernization Program and the New Construction Program.  So 

the applications were submitted as if the old program -- the 

School Facility Program was in place as though the rules 

would not change.   

  Districts had to certify that there was no 

guarantee of funding and no commitment, that they may not be 

eligible, that rules might change.  So there were some 

certifications that went along with it.  But when the 

application was submitted, the district was saying I am 

intending to add capacity to my district by either the 

addition of classrooms onto an existing school site or by an 

entirely brand new school.  

  So those are the applications that we have in 

house that have not been processed.  So that application 

package is still requesting funding out of the New 

Construction Program --  

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Um-hmm.   

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  -- because it's adding capacity 
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that we didn't know of prior to that 2012 time frame. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  I guess my question for you is 

there a way to rejigger Option 1 to make it truly new 

construction.  I understand the point you're trying to make 

which is that you don't want people moving forward -- 

jumping -- you don't want people being ahead of other folks 

in line if that project would not be eligible anymore.  

  At the same time, we don't want to leave districts 

in the lurch, you know, who are doing construction under 

the -- you know, with full faith that they were complying 

with the program and eligibility as it was.   

  So is there a way to redo Option 1 to allow for 

that, to correct for that -- those different scenarios? 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  So the options that we've put 

forth are all for Board consideration.  So it would really 

be the Board's call as far as what you want to do from a 

policy perspective.   

  The reason that OPSC has this before the Board is 

because we don't believe we have the administrative 

authority to process these in any way and that the Board has 

the flexibility to move forward and require updating 

eligibility.   

  Within Option 1, the balance there is just that it 

is a unique opportunity for the Board to really make sure 

that the bond dollars are going towards projects that are 
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necessary. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Right. 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  How we arrive at that is -- 

could be a Board option. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Does the logic of question 

sound -- as long as I'm not --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  You know, Madam Chair, 

I think his logic's very sound.  I have a suggestion.  I 

think what you do is you have it apply to projects, you 

know, under contract after today so that those projects 

going backwards would -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Just the recertification? 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  You could modify -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Are you talking on just the 

recertification of -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  I'm sorry? 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Just the recertification of 

eligibility? 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  I think that's what I'm 

thinking here.   

  MR. MIRELES:  I think that's a way that it could 

be structured to meet your comments, Senator Allen, is that 

there could be consideration for projects that have already 

been built, say through the contract date.  Projects that 

have entered into contract after a certain point in time, 
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whether it's today or another day, that they could use the 

enrollment projections at the time of submittal versus the 

ones that have not entered into contracts or have not been 

built, they would use enrollment projections at the time of 

review.   

  That could be a way that it could be structured.   

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  But this list has not been 

processed, so how could you verify that?  You can't do that 

because it has not been processed.  Because this is 

acknowledgement list.  It's not the --  

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  We would need to process first. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  You would need to process it 

first and we can't do that without processing it because 

they're not eligible.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Option 1 processes it.  

Option 1 assumes the processing.   

  MR. MIRELES:  Yeah.  So you would basically 

process the applications and the applications are required 

to submit enrollment information at the time of submittal. 

So if the district -- so OPSC would have the enrollment 

projections at the time of submittal to determine whether 

they qualify based on that information.   

  They would probably need to get updated enrollment 

information at the time of review to determine whether they 

have eligibility at that time.  And keep in mind that it 
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could be four or five years between the time of submittal 

versus the time of review.   

  But even to be on this acknowledged list, 

districts were required to submit the enrollment projections 

at the time of submittal.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I'll let Mr. Kim jump in.   

  MR. KIM:  I'm just trying to think of -- under 

Option 1, what type of school district would be harmed?  It 

would seem that the only type of school district that would 

be harmed under Option 1 is the school district that kind of 

bet on the come, recognized that its enrollment was growing, 

said I'm going to build anyway, I'm going to be on the 

acknowledged list despite the fact that I am not guaranteed 

any funding for this and then somehow the enrollment dipped 

below projections.   

  Now, if I were the chief business officer of a 

school, I would know that that applied to me.  So have we 

heard from any schools that say they're going to be harmed 

by Option 1?   

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  No, we have not heard from any 

school district --  

  MR. KIM:  So that's what concerns me.  I wonder 

are we trying to fix a problem that doesn't exist.  Because 

if I'm a CBO, I'm going to know that.  And if I'm not -- if 

I don't know that, then we got bigger problems in that 
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school district.   

  MS. BROWN:  Well, I do have an answer for you on 

that because you could be in a district say like Garden 

Grove that had some small growth and needed to build an 

addition at Grove High School that has something like 33 

portables on it and we need to build a two-story classroom 

addition.  

  Now, we have not moved forward on that project 

because that was not a priority in our district.  But we 

could have.  We could have done the plans, had the 

eligibility in 2012 and 2013 and submitted that project.  

Maybe not have built it because we're pretty conservative in 

Garden Grove.  We may not have built it, but we might have 

submitted it and done all -- spent all the money to -- have 

some cost to build that project and now with our declining 

enrollment, we wouldn't be eligible, but we would have the 

need. 

  And so I think we need to think about it like that 

because you can have need in different parts of your 

community and where you're declining.  So we may be growing 

in certain parts and declining in others and we are.  We are 

because we cover Santa Ana.  We cover Fountain Valley and so 

that could happen.   

  I don't have that specific issue because we were 

just doing straight up modernization, but it can happen to 
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school districts and you might actually hear from somebody 

if we ever get down from here. 

  MR. KIM:  And I could appreciate that situation.  

I guess my question would be then is it fair to allow that 

school district to build something when if they updated 

information, they wouldn't be eligible.  Meanwhile there's 

other school districts that are now eligible, that are of 

higher need, that aren't going to get that. 

  And the other question was, well, you were 

conservative because you wanted to be fiscally prudent.  I 

think that most CBOs are the same way.  So if someone is not 

like that, why should we give them the benefit of that -- 

you know, I made the wrong forecast and I’m not even in a 

situation where I could tell the Legislature or SAB that, 

hey, I would be harmed.  Because I would expect a letter 

from that school district saying you're really going to harm 

me and we haven't seen one today.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Could I suggest -- staff help 

me out here.  If we moved forward on Item 1 to process the 

applications but require recertification as sort of an -- 

not as a final decision on those applications, but to get us 

some more information about whether there is anyone harmed, 

are there any projects that are going to essentially jump 

ahead of a project that has more critical eligibility 

because that would be the concern that I would have if we 
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approved Item 2 is we may be letting projects move forward 

that clearly should not be ahead of someone else and in a 

limited bond sale, you know, scenario, that doesn’t seem to 

make sense.   

  But I feel like we're making -- we're either 

chasing a problem that doesn't exist or we're trying to 

solve when we don't have enough information.  Senator Pan. 

  SENATOR PAN:  Well, actually, I mean if we did 

Option 1 and you actually -- once you process it, you would 

actually have a list of how many schools are not eligible 

and they would then be able to say, well, we still want to 

move forward and so we would then be dealing with, well, how 

many cases are we talking about.  And then --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Right.  But that brings 

it back to us as a case-by-case -- 

  SENATOR PAN:  Right.  And then we can look at 

those and say which ones seem to make -- still make sense, 

right?  So then we would have a definition of how big the 

problem is.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Lisa. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  There's currently 280 projects on 

the acknowledged list -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yeah.  

  MS. SILVERMAN: -- that are applying for new 

construction and so that's over $1.5 billion in requests.  
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And so just to clarify what the magnitude of the issue, 

so --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Could we ask the districts to 

recertify without the staff having to go through an 

application by application process, so essentially ask them 

to evaluate their enrollment and see if anyone, you know, 

sort of self-certifies that they're -- I mean at least as a 

first cut to figure out the magnitude of the problem.   

  Because I get what you're saying.  You don't have 

the staff to in any quick way process all those applications 

 and determine how we would move forward.  That's -- with 

that many applications, that's the problem.  But -- yes.  

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  But my question to that would be 

is how long would that process take for the school district 

to process that.  I mean because now we're adding another 

layer.  And so that would be my question is, you know, 

we're -- I think everybody here seems like we want to move 

forward as fast as we can because it's been almost a decade 

and so now how do we --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  But it wouldn't be for 

naught, right?  They would have to do the recertification if 

they were moving forward at some point.  So we would just be 

asking them to do that now and make that -- submit that as 

part of their application.   

  SENATOR ALLEN:  And we want to move forward -- we 
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want to move forward on worthwhile projects and we want to 

make sure there's enough money for those projects that 

really need the --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Yeah, but her question 

has been answered in a timeline associated with that.   

  SENATOR ALLEN:  For recertification within the 

district?   

  MS. BROWN:  For us to do it?  60 days.  Of course 

it's summer; we're really busy.  Yeah, 60 days.   

  MR. KIM:  I'm sorry.  Isn't it largely a matter of 

the projection for enrollment that's going to drive this? 

  MR. PIERCE:  So the 5001 form which is the form 

that OPSC uses to establish your enrollment projection, it 

is just a form, but there's a tremendous amount of backup to 

that form in order to justify future enrollment through 

tentative tract maps, final maps.  There's a lot of work to 

do with your local planning jurisdictions and others in 

order to complete that.  So there is some time associated 

with it and you're certifying, so it's got to be accurate.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Senator Nguyen. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  Madam Chair, can we ask the 

representative from CASH up here because CASH -- you know, 

you represent a variety of school districts throughout the 

state, right?  I mean I -- for the record, I'm also -- I 

graduated from Garden Grove High as well.   
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  I just want to make sure that, you know, if you 

can -- you've heard the discussion up here.  I mean what are 

the -- what are you hearing across the state? 

  MR. ULRICH:  I think from the CASH board of 

directors and the people we're talking to about this issue, 

it's about those districts that in good faith had 

eligibility and they went forward for a new construction 

project and now so much time later, things might have 

changed.   

  If the program would have been intact, that change 

still would have happened and you build schools and you 

start to decline, but you still have built the school.  In 

other words, you're still looking back and that's what's 

problematic for these school districts. 

  I think the other point I would make is that when 

you are a larger school district, even a medium-size school 

district that might have two or three high schools, you 

don’t just grow evenly all over the school district, right? 

  Now you can re-boundary your districts at certain 

times to use every room possible, but that's challenging for 

the community.  You know, especially if you get into five or 

six high school districts, it's very challenging to do that 

and sometimes not even feasible because of the 

transportation costs.  

  So there's lots of nuances to going back five 
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years and making you recertify for those projects that you 

might have already built.   

  I think the discussion has been great that looking 

at -- finding out where the problems are, you know, how many 

districts are in this situation, but I would bet -- and I 

think maybe some of my colleague that speak later -- I'm 

think of Mr. Reising from Long Beach -- might have the 

experience to give you some specific examples of a situation 

they're in or some other district is in.   

  My district, Clovis Unified, has been a growing 

school district for the last 25 years.  So we're not going 

to face this situation.  We're continuing to grow.  Any new 

construction we've done -- and we have two on the 

acknowledged list, but we still have eligibility because 

we're continuing to grow.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Senator Allen --  

  MR. ULRICH:  So it's a really nuanced situation. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Yeah.  And I don't think there's 

any -- I mean at least from my perspective -- the school was 

actually constructed, you know, with good faith, compliance 

with the rules as they were.  I don't think any of us are -- 

at least I'm not advocating for that not to be covered at 

all. 

  I think the question's for those that have not 

been constructed that would no long be eligible.  We just 
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want to make sure that we're spending our money wisely 

moving forward.  That's my -- that's the distinction I'm 

drawing.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Well, then wouldn't 

that mean that today -- going forward after today.  The 

recertification -- why would you recertify something that's 

already  been built? 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  If some -- if it hasn't been 

built --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Right?  So it hasn't 

been built, then really -- after today, they would have to 

come in and recertify, I assume, correct? 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Well, if we do Option 2, then they 

would --   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  I'm sorry? 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  If we do Option 2 as written, then 

they would not have to recertify. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Right.  So I mean 

Option 2 to me seems to be practical.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  But then a district that 

hasn't built would be eligible to stay in the program.   

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Even if the --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  So why don't we modify 

Option 1 or 2 -- I guess Option 1 excluding constructed 

projects and projects under contract by June 5th, 2017. 
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  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Senator Pan.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  If I may, I think 

that's what Mr. Mireles was -- I'm assuming after -- 

Option 2 -- modify Option 2 to mean after today or some date 

in the future. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Senator Pan.   

  SENATOR PAN:  So what I'm hearing is that -- first 

of all, the question's been raised how much of a problem 

this really is.  Right.  And so we've heard about the 

business manager being -- in my mind -- first of all, I 

think he has an oversight responsibility to be sure that 

projects that fund actually meet the standards.   

  So there is forms to establishing program 

eligibility.  Now, if they've already constructed it, then 

it's going back in time to say at the time you submitted -- 

all right -- because we can't just blank check and say fine, 

you know, we're not even going to look at it, right?   

  So we just spent the money -- we don't want to 

create a situation where people spend money without at least 

at the time they started construction or appropriate time 

submitted that somebody's at least reviewed -- taken a look 

at the numbers and said that's appropriate.   

  So I think, you know, one level is that -- is to 

either -- you know, either you're going back and looking at 

submission time or if they haven't built it, you're looking 
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at now and then the question is to what degree, you know, 

are we trying to imagine a problem that may or may not exist 

as was pointed out.  So we also want to make it as 

streamlined as possible so that we can move these projects' 

fundings as quickly as possible while still assuring that 

people meet eligibility at whatever appropriate time they 

should be meeting it for construction. 

  Because again, I think it goes back to we don't 

want people -- I think in general the schools probably don't 

want to put their share up for projects that aren't going to 

work, but I do think we have a responsibility for our staff 

to be sure that people do meet program eligibility. 

  Now -- so is there a staffing problem at SAB about 

doing that or no? 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  To check each of the projects 

right now?  Well, if we were to process -- 

  SENATOR PAN:  Well, to -- yeah, to reestablish 

program eligibility, Option 1.   

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  So under Option 1, as we process 

the application, that would just be one of the steps that we 

do.  So instead of using the '13-'14 enrollment information, 

we would ask the district to provide us the information for 

'17-'18. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  And those are projects 

going forward not back.  
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  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Under Option 1, it would be for 

all projects.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Anything you have --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  But then you've -- 

again we run into the conundrum where we have projects that 

were built based on earlier numbers or projections.  

  SENATOR PAN:  Well, they do need to be sure that 

they meet the eligibility at the time they start submission, 

right?  I mean --  

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Which would be Option 2.   

  SENATOR PAN:  No.  It would be Option 1, right?  I 

mean the question is which numbers you use.  They've already 

built it.  You'd do it not in '17-'18.  You'd do it for the 

time they --  

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  If there was a hybrid of 

Option 1 -- another version of Option 1.  

  SENATOR PAN:  Right.  Right.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Can I ask -- so when 

they certify, is it the district -- they self-certify to you 

when they submit -- they originally submitted, was there any 

type of formal certification? 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  We haven't done the review on 

the applications, but they are signing forms indicating that 

the information is correct.  But typically, when we process 

the information, I would say a fair number of times we find 
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some data issue that does need to be addressed and -- so 

they're certifying, but it may be -- they may need to adjust 

it a little --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  So how big of a 

workload is this for you?  Because we want to get these 

projects up and running and I know everybody in this room 

does, but I just wondered -- you know, there's all these 

hurdles I see that we're creating today, from my 

perspective.  You know, even the grant agreement we're on.  

Now we're doing all this other stuff and the grant 

agreement's getting longer now.  

  So how are you going to get all this done inside 

your office?  What kind of workload --  

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Well, the year of the 

eligibility, for us, that doesn't change the workload moving 

forward.  That just tells us which document to look at.  So 

that won't have an impact on it. 

  So once the Board decides how we move forward, 

then we'll have direction on which information we're 

requesting from the school districts and we'll process in 

the order that the Board determines. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  So under Option 1 -- 

right.  So Option 1 -- but Option 1 doesn't exclude at this 

point -- unless amended, it doesn't exclude constructed 

projects.   
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  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  That is correct. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Or projects under 

contract.  

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  That is correct.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  I have Mr. Diaz, 

Mr. Nazarian, Ms. Nguyen, and we'll start there. 

  MR. DIAZ:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  So I want 

basically staff to comment on a lot of the resources that 

would be spent on -- in time on combining the two options, 

right?  I think that's sort of a concern for me as well.   

  And I also just wanted to clarify something.  For 

school districts that were able to have the financial 

resources to move forward with construction based on the 

acknowledged -- right -- they didn't have a promise.  They 

weren't processed.  They were just acknowledged.   

  There are other school districts that perhaps did 

not have the financial resources to move forward, right, 

because they didn't have the wherewithal, they didn't have 

the facility staff and the positions.  I feel that some of 

those school districts might be harmed by that action of 

doing a combination.   

  Can you clarify that for me -- explain that -- 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  So if we -- so we do have 

limited bond authority under the program.  So, yes, there 

are districts that may have opted not to participate and 
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submit an application during the time when we were not 

processing.  

  So those projects right now are behind the 

$2.4 billion list.  So if there is funding that goes to 

projects that are not necessary, then that's funding that's 

going to reach those districts that might be designing their 

projects now for submittal now that we do have bond 

authority available.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  And may I clarify too.  So the 

action the Board takes as part of the 368 million, there's 

also a portion of that that represents new construction, you 

know, upward of over 100 plus million dollars.   

  Then also if the Board concedes on the 

acknowledged list, there's over $1.5 billion.  So again 

that's close to $2 billion without having a -- you know, 

eligibility rechecked on the 1.5 billion plus any future 

allocation.  

  So if the -- Prop. 51 passed with the $3 billion 

in new construction, then over $2 billion has already been 

committed just strictly for the bond fund.  So it's just a 

warning that you will only have $1 billion available for any 

new projects going forward.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  All right.  Mr. Nazarian, I 

think you're next. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Thank you.  Couple of 
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quick questions, just so that I can clarify something.  

  Of the 280 some projects, do you have a ballpark 

figure how many could run into issues or challenges -- 

ballpark? 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  We don't know because we don't 

have the current eligibility information because it wasn't 

required to be submitted.  So until we get that information, 

we can't guess because, as was stated by the districts, 

there are things that we can't just look up the enrollment 

that we need to know about the tract maps.   

  So unfortunately, at this point, it is a true 

unknown for us whether or not we're going to have an issue 

once we were to look at the current enrollment year.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  And anecdotally, you 

haven't been reached out to by any school district to know 

even on an anecdotal basis how many issues you would have. 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Right.  We have not heard from 

anybody that has said that rejustifying new construction 

eligibility is going to cause them a problem.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Okay.  So the next 

question is, is there -- and I should have known this, but 

for the public record purposes, it's good -- hopefully, it's 

beneficial to us as well.   

  Are there legal issues that could be stemming from 

using the new bond dollars for criteria from the previous 
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bond requirements?   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  You mean eligibility -- the 

eligibility from --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Yeah.  Well, I think -- 

are there no changes in the bond requirements?  Was there no 

changes in -- is everything teed up so that there's no issue 

whatsoever?  Can it be challenged?   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  There are no grandfathering 

provisions as far as projects on the acknowledged list.  

So -- you know, also when an application -- the Board made a 

conscious decision back in 2012 to change the regulations.  

It didn't say keep processing.  It said stop processing.  

And it also made very clear about the Board -- you know, 

acknowledgement from their local board that this no 

guarantee of standing in line.  It's going to guarantee a 

future funding application. 

  So it was very clear about that language.  So 

again, there was no guarantee about what new construction 

eligibility you should be using at the time you submit an 

application. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  And, Mr. Nazarian, more 

directly, I think the bond does not say anything about the 

applications we have in house.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Right.  Right.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  That's why we're --  
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  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Right.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yeah.  So I think you could 

ask the question so you can't process under -- I mean I 

think our view is you could send them all back.  That's why 

Option 3 is on the --  

  MR. KIM:  Can I ask a related question? 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.   

  MR. KIM:  Related to this, so I think conversely 

if we go ahead with Option 2 and proceed to fund a school 

district that really technically is ineligible, are we 

potentially at risk of litigation from a school district 

that would have been eligible but doesn't get funded? 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I think that's a reasonable 

risk.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Do you mean eligible 

today or was eligible --  

  MR. KIM:  Eligible today.  If we award based on 

eligibility that we thought was eligible but it's not 

technically eligible today, aren't we at risk of litigation?  

  MR. MIRELES:  One thing that I would note is that 

if the Board were to adopt Option 2, it's consistent with 

the way the program has worked in the past.  Basically, all 

the applications at the time of submittal are required to 

update eligibility, basically enrollment information upon 

submittal.  
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  That's been the application process since 1998.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I think, though, that there 

was never such a long gap in bond measures.  That's the 

conundrum we find ourselves in here is that the program 

itself has not changed.  There just has been a lot of time 

that passed between funds being available.  So that -- 

Senator Nguyen. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  May I make a suggestion, combine 

the 1 and 2 and help me -- I'm going to try this.  So what 

we would do is that those applications that were submitted 

and construction is already underway or done will be 

grandfathered in.   

  Those who have submitted but have not started 

construction or have not completed construction would then 

have to do a streamline process of self-certification of 

their eligibility.  That way you kind of separate the two 

projects.  One is -- if you're under construction, we're not 

going to penalize you but move forward, let's get your -- 

grandfather you in. 

  The other one would be is if you have submitted -- 

because we haven't processed it and it's about five years, 

you need to do a self-certification of your eligibility 

today and if you are eligible today, then we move forward 

with you, and if you're not, then we're sorry.  We go to the 

next new application.   
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  I think that kind of gives you a sweet spot of 

both. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I have Mr. Nazarian and then 

Senator Pan. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  So before your question 

is answered, I was actually going to ask this.  I don't know 

if it helps your question or not, but just so we're clear 

about what we're talking -- the groups we're talking about. 

The first group, that was from June to November of 2012 that 

the vetting has completely been done? 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  That's the trust unfunded -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  And is ready to go -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  We're not talking --  

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  We're not talking about --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  We're not talking about 

that, right?   

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  Talking about the acknowledged 

list. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  So the acknowledged list 

from 2012 until whenever it was that we've been gathering 

the list, so last year, how much time did we spend on each 

of these applications? 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  None. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Okay.   

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Just a quick -- that was less 
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than five minutes.  The components, yeah, we have not 

reviewed at all.  So self-certification, we would not -- 

essentially we would not be reviewing the eligibility at 

all.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  So I don't really see 

how Option 1 isn't really the only option for us left to 

move forward, but just my opinion.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Senator Pan. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  Well, I think the challenge for 

that -- I'm sorry -- is that because the time lapse has been 

so long and it's uncommon for us that a lot of these 

projects have moved forward.  I shouldn't say a lot.  I 

don't even know.  Okay.  And it's 298 projects.  I don't 

know which one is or not. 

  And so some of them have used their local bond and 

hoping that maybe when the state bond gets -- you know, we 

have a state bond, then they would be eligible.  So some of 

them have already been under construction.   

  So it's really unfortunate that we do now penalize 

them for trying to be efficient because I mean at the end of 

the day, here's a challenge I have, having two young 

children, one that's actually in kindergarten is that by the 

time we finish construction of say anything in my area, my 

kids are out -- they're in high school by then and they're 

gone and graduated.   
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  And that's kind of what we should be doing is that 

good for these school districts who have tried to move 

forward even though state is unsure.  But they've moved 

forward some of these projects, and I mean, you know, 

they've been sitting on five plus years now and, you know, 

if they waited and they needed the school capacity, we would 

be yelling at them for not building. 

  And so I don't think that we should penalize those 

who already went under construction.  I think that we should 

go forward.  You know, those who were -- you know, who 

submitted, went under construction, let's move forward, 

grandfather them in.  Those who submitted, have not started 

construction, they need to be recertified, but they need to 

do self-certification basically or find a streamlined 

process that doesn't put too much pressure on our own staff 

because there's a lot of applications -- or on theirs and 

that causes -- you know, go too expensive for the local 

folks as well.  

  So I think if you do it that way, you don't 

penalize those who really tried five years ago to get their 

capacity and not have these portable potties and these, you 

know, unmet places for these children.  Don't penalize them 

for no reason.   

  I think if you merge both of those in I think you 

get a sweet spot of both and again, we don't even know what 
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those projects -- it could be 80 percent of them.  It could 

be two.  We don't know because we've stopped processing 

them.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Senator Pan. 

  SENATOR PAN:  So first of all, we didn't process 

them because there was no bond funding and we explicitly 

stated very clearly that given the fact there's no bond 

funding, there's no assurance -- you know, if you decide to 

do this, you decide to do it on your own.  Okay.  So that's 

number one.  That was very clearly stated.   

  Number two, this is taxpayer money.  I mean it's a 

bond, but it's the general fund that's paying off the bond, 

right?   

  And so there has to be some at least minimal level 

of oversight, right?  So to that degree, I'm not sure we can 

just go and simply say, well, you know what, you started 

construction on your own, which we clearly said that we're 

not just going to automatically had you the money.  I mean 

there's got to be at least some minimal review of the data 

to say that you met criteria that we have -- standardized 

criteria we have even if it's at the time of submission -- 

right -- that we decided that you meet the eligibility.  

  Because I think we are putting ourselves at risk 

if it turns out someone wasn't actually eligible -- and 

there's going to be -- I hate to say it, but bond is not so 
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large to meet all of the schools' construction needs.  And 

I'm not saying you all have to agree with me there. 

  So there's going to be school districts that at 

some point this money's going to run out and they're going 

to say, well, wait a minute, there's some school districts 

that didn't meet eligibility and they got funded and then 

yet I was going to be next and I didn't because the money 

ran out.   

  And they would have a point to that.  So I do 

think that there's got to be something.  We can't just 

simply say we just grandfather you in and we just 

automatically hand over the check.  I think there's got to 

be some minimal -- at least some review to say that you do 

meet eligibility.  I mean that's -- otherwise we might as 

well not have eligibility criteria.  Just go ahead and let 

people ask -- you know, put in a request for money, fill out 

a form, and we just hand it over.   

  Because -- I mean you pointed out.  When you 

actually reviewed the documents, even though they're -- and 

I think everyone's trying to deal in good faith.  They're 

not -- I don't think anyone's trying to cheat the state or 

anything, but then you find discrepancies, issues, and so 

forth and while some people may call that bureaucracy, 

believe me, I'm a physician.  I had to deal with MediCal and 

fill out lots of forms and I'd like to see fewer of them. 
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  There's got to be at least some standard to say 

that this means you meet eligibility or you don't because 

that's fairness not just for that person, it's everybody who 

wants to apply for this pool of money because, 

unfortunately, it's not large enough to cover everything. 

  So I do think there's got to be at least some -- 

you know, I'd like to see what -- we've tried to streamline 

it, make it simpler, minimize, et cetera, and staying with 

people going forward, but I’m not sure I can just say -- I 

can be comfortable with simply, oh, we'll just -- if you 

decide to spend your own money, we're just going to write a 

check for a certain portion of it without doing any kind of 

review to be sure you meet eligibility, some criteria -- 

program criteria. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you.  Mr. Diaz and then 

Mr. Mireles. 

  MR. DIAZ:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  I agree with 

Dr. Pan -- Senator Pan, his comments.  You know, it kind of 

reminds me of the conversations that this body had -- and 

I'm talking about the Legislature -- when they were trying 

to put another bond on the ballot and when we as State 

Allocation Board were having a conversation on the unfunded 

list and receiving applications -- or the acknowledged list, 

to try to figure out what to do next.  

  And I do recall the flurry of activity of 
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applications of coming in from school districts because the 

Legislature was looking to put another bond on the ballot 

and having very deep conversations with the Governor's 

office and between both houses. 

  What that created also was this sort of perception 

that the more applications that came in to the State 

Allocation Board created a perception of a greater need that 

was out there, and I think that -- because if you remember, 

you have to be very careful not to reestablish the 

eligibility because a lot of it was based on the 

opportunities basically of having the program stay very 

similar if not identical and then have those applications 

then basically be processed and -- basically to review the 

eligibility as they move forward.  

  I think that if you don't use Option 1, you're 

going to see a lot of those possibly get approved when the 

eligibility wasn't accurate.   

  I also think that there's going to be basically a 

minimal amount.  Some will actually see their grant amounts 

go -- little bit fluctuate, maybe take a small hit here or 

there, but I think it's the best option for staff, 

resources, and time to be able to review them based on the 

criteria that they have in front of them.  

  I think it's the most beneficial one because it 

avoids all the unnecessary -- basically the scenarios.  I 
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think Senator Nguyen is right.  There might be some, there 

might be a lot, there might be none, right?  But given the 

criteria that a lot of it was just basically, you know, for 

a lot of show -- to show that there was a need, I think we 

should demonstrate that they actually are accountable for 

their eligibility as they put forward. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Mr. Mireles. 

  MR. MIRELES:  And just to clarify -- and this is 

really a processing -- regardless if it's Option 1 or 2, the 

projects will have to be reviewed, and enrollment 

projections will be reviewed.   

  The question is whether it's at the time -- the 

enrollment projection's at the time of submittal or at the 

time of review and if they come up with something in 

between, but they will have to be reviewed.  They will have 

to have eligibility to be able to get funded.   

  So it's not a question of not processing -- and 

staff, please correct me if I'm wrong.  Option 1 and 

Option 2 will be processed.  It's just a matter of which 

enrollment numbers to use. 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  -- the differences between 

Option 1 and Option 2.  In Option 1 and Option 2, we 

anticipated fully processing the applications depending on 

which year for the enrollment.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Can I ask a question?  
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I'm confused here.  So if it's at the time of submittal and 

of course the time -- we could answer that today, though.  

We don't need to have you go through and review all these 

projects, right?  

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  That's correct.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's Option 2.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Okay.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Option 1 would be recheck 

eligibility.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  And base it on today's 

numbers.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Today's numbers, that's correct.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  So again you're --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's the difference --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  We're just telling all 

these districts that submitted with their projections that 

you're out of luck.  You might have built something.  You 

played by the rules even.  Your numbers were consistent with 

reality then -- and you're not going to get the funds back. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  I don't know if we know that yet. 

I mean we can ask districts to reestablish their 

eligibility.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  So if we do know, what 

does it change?   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Is it at all helpful to 
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say -- the baseline of the conversation here is do we want 

to know eligibility based on current enrollment projections 

or enrollment projections at the time the application was 

submitted which could have been 2010.  That's the 

fundamental question between Option 1 and 2. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  That's the -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  The processing --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  -- the Board has to 

make.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.  The processing --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  So the question really 

is are we going to leave districts out in the wind and not 

fund their projects they've built in the past or are we 

going to revise it and say today going forward we're going 

to use new numbers. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  And that's my recommendation --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Right. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  So those who submitted and 

constructed --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Yes. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  -- should be grandfathered in.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Not a guarantee -- 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  Not a guarantee.  Obviously, they 

have to go through the process.  Those who have submitted 

but haven't constructed, they have to immediately do their 
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certification or re-eligibility for today's projections 

because they're going to build with the money to go forward, 

but using, of course, a streamlined process such as 

self-eligibility and so, you know, the process will be 

shorter and faster among themself and that they don't -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Well, even shorter and 

faster, I don't know that that changes anything because it's 

just really -- we're just picking the date, at what point 

we're --  

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  But the gentleman from his school 

district stated that, although it's a one page application, 

but you have all the documentation to justify it or to show 

evidence of the increase in enrollment is quite extensive.  

  So it's not just the application that we have.  

It's the backup documents that is pretty extensive for the 

school district.  

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Right.  So if you've gone through 

it before, you submitted eligibility --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Right. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  -- information before, we're just 

going to make the self-certification easy, you know, 

assuming that you meet eligibility. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  But why?   

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Because you've already -- for 

precisely the reasons you were describing before.  These are 
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folks who applied in good faith, wanted -- you know, they 

were eligible for the projects before.  The money wasn't 

available.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Right.  So they built 

the project. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  I'm sorry? 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  They built their 

project. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Well, if they already built their 

project, under her proposal, those folks are going to be 

grandfathered in and they're going to be covered.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Right. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  For those that haven't built their 

project, who haven't started construction, she's going to 

want to allow for a streamlined self-certification to show 

that you're continuing to be eligible.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Yes. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Can I say I cannot support an 

acknowledgment here that we're proposing to fund schools 

where there is no eligibility currently.  So that is -- I 

mean we would be acknowledging that we're processing an 

application for apportionment at a later date for a school 

that -- I don't -- it doesn't even matter if it's built or 

not built -- that there is no eligibility for.   

  I don't know how we justify that when we're 
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talking about projects that would be lower on the list with 

a clear eligibility for the need right now.  So I don't know 

if there -- you know, they could reapply next year if their 

eligibility -- I'm not familiar with how quickly that 

eligibility is updated, but --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Help me understand what 

you're saying, though.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  -- they would always be able 

to come back if there were bond funds available, but -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Help me understand, 

though.  So you're saying that a project -- but based on -- 

they were eligible four years ago. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.  But there was no money. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  But you're saying -- 

right, but there was no money.  What you're saying is 

they're out. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  They are -- yes.  They have 

no eligibility.  They have no program eligibility.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Even though at the time 

they built their project, they were eligible. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  And let's remember that their 

board submitted an application with a document that said I 

understand as a board that I am submitting an application 

with no guarantee of funding approval, no guarantee of what 

kind of program might exist in the future.   
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  It's not as if we have those applications in house 

with everyone having a guarantee of funding.  We have those 

applications in house simply because the Board said people 

could keep sending them, even though there was no money 

available. 

  So program eligibility for me as one vote is kind 

of a threshold matter.  I don't see how we can legitimately 

approve a process where we are approving projects where 

there is no eligibility.   

  Now, the trick here is we don't know if they -- we 

don't know to the extent this is even a problem.  We're 

still back at that issue, that we don't really know.   

  We could certainly move forward with Option 1 and 

any school that was determined ineligible, I would assume 

they would appeal that decision by staff to the Board.  The 

first time that it happened, the Board could consider the 

consequences of that, whether there are extenuating 

circumstances.  You know, we may be deciding these issues on 

a case-by-case basis, but I don't know how we have a blanket 

policy that says -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  So how about if we were 

to make a motion that we move forward with let's say 

Option 1, but if there are impacted schools, they receive 

first hearing or first priority so that they're not losing 

any opportunity.   
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  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  That's Option 2, isn't 

it?   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Yeah, because --  

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  So basically --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  It comes back to us 

anyway. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  -- an appeal process, right?  If 

you do Option 1, what is the Assemblyman is saying to have 

an appeal process where they can then come forward to us if 

they're not eligible, if they already went under 

construction.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  I think that's what it 

already does anyway.  That's why I thought Option 1 is the 

best way to go -- is that it allows us to case by case 

determine, but if we want to be more specific and say that 

also, we can do that as well.  Am I getting the wrong 

information? 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yeah.  And the motion could 

be specific that we will see -- any application that would 

be kicked out because an eligibility issue, that we would 

see that, you know, at the next available Board meeting to 

have that consideration.   

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Yeah.  That's fair --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  So if we're ready, I'm 

happy to just state the motion and say --  
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  MR. DUFFY:  Madam Chair, may I --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Hold on one second.  We do 

have many speakers on this issue and on the grant agreement 

issue.  So I do want to try to close out the conversation on 

the processing of the acknowledged list.  So let's try to do 

that and see if there's anybody -- most of the speakers are 

on the grant agreement.  Mr. Duffy. 

  MR. DUFFY:  Well, Madam Chair, Tom Duffy for the 

Coalition for Adequate School Housing and thank you very 

much.  I'll fill out one of your forms.   

  You know, listening to your discussion, what I 

think I'm compelled to tell you is the regulation that you 

adopted in 2012 did not change the law and, of course, you 

can't change the law. 

  What you did -- and we argued against the Board 

doing it at the time -- was to try to differentiate between 

projects that you -- your prior reg that said you have met 

all of our requirements and we process you, now we want to 

tell you we're not going to process you, but you could not 

deny districts from applying according to the statute.  

  And so OPSC had to receive them and recognize that 

they met all the qualifications of the law.   

  In meeting all the qualifications of the law at 

that time, you, in our view, must accept that information.  

The fact that you couldn't fund them wasn't the district's 
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fault.   

  The district spent money, according to the 

program, to get to that place in line.  They had to spend a 

good deal of money to get to that place in line, to be 

reviewed under that threshold of meeting the requirements of 

the law.   

  So it is difficult for us to even look at 

something beyond Option 2, but it appeared to me that you 

are trying to do something that was maybe reasonable by 

saying who went beyond and spent their money getting to this 

eligibility for the program and going beyond and even 

building.   

  So what you're basically saying -- and forgive me 

for this -- but -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Mr. Duffy, can I interrupt 

for one second? 

  MR. DUFFY:  Yes. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Do you agree that the board 

that submitted an application -- that spent money to submit 

an application sent also an acknowledgement that there was 

no guarantee that they would get a project funded.   

  MR. DUFFY:  But that acknowledgement, it didn't 

contravene their ability to be in the program -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Sure. 

  MR. DUFFY:  -- and stay in the program. 
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  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Sure.  But you're making an 

argument that they spent money to get on a waiting list, but 

they knew that there wasn't any money and that they had no 

guarantee that a bond would pass in the future and no 

guarantee of what the program would be in the future.   

  MR. DUFFY:  And that --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  So that -- it gets to be on a 

list.  

  MR. DUFFY:  And we've been in that same 

circumstance many times before. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Right.  Right.  

  MR. DUFFY:  But we didn't know in 2012 that we 

wouldn't have a bond until 2016.  We didn't know in 2006 we 

wouldn't have one.   

  So the program that has worked and worked very 

well since 1998 has seen the ebb and flow of state dollars 

and district dollars and to identify that a school district 

builds a school based on the rules, based on the law, and 

maybe there's some declining enrollment because of what 

happened in California, that doesn't mean that that school 

isn't needed and that the school district made an error and 

that their CBO made an error in going forward with it. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  And I think that's exactly 

what we would entertain in an appeal, those kinds of --  

  MR. DUFFY:  But what you're doing then is you're 
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further complicating a program that I thought the 

administration wanted to simplify.  If you -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  We see appeals every month.  

So I don't think of the appeal process as -- 

  MR. DUFFY:  We know that and we try to arrange so 

that those things don't happen, but what I would suggest to 

you that if you go with Option 2, you are going to do I 

think what has been suggested on both sides to try to make 

sure that we move forward with this program.  And if 

districts have some issue, your talented staff is going 

winnow through these and we know how thorough they are. 

  Those that will not qualify will get weeded out, 

but if projects have been built and they say, well, gee, 

we're looking at 2017 as opposed to 2013, you -- I don't 

believe you can do that under the law.  They met their 

qualifications at that time.  Your regulation did not deny 

any of that.  You simply tried to divert and, Mr. Diaz, your 

comment about, well, districts that didn't apply because 

they -- you know, we should give them some kind of 

consideration, the Board at that time was trying to dissuade 

districts from applying and that's why that was done.   

  That was specifically told to me.  We want to 

dissuade districts. 

  So what I would ask you to do is really consider 

the fact that districts have spent money that's hard to get 

419

ATTACHMENT C

637



  73 
 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 

 
 

at the local level, GO bond money, developer fee money, 

whatever it is and allow those projects to be filtered out 

through whatever this system is, but go with Option 2 

because I think you are not following the provisions of the 

law if you say we're going to deny. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'm going 

to call the -- try to close out this conversation -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  I'm sorry.  Madam 

Chair --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  -- I'm sorry.  I just 

asked this anecdotally if we've even received any complaints 

from any district and we haven't heard anything.  So how can 

you be making that accusation?  

  MR. DUFFY:  Well, I don't know if it's an 

accusation.  Maybe it's simply stating I think the truth.  

But there's a thousand school districts in California.  We 

try to communicate with them all the time. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Anecdotally, we have not 

received any complaints --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  -- because you're not 

receiving complaint, doesn't mean it's -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Oh, we haven't heard 

anything that suggests -- that's why I'm trying to figure 

out -- why not just go through this process and see -- 

420

ATTACHMENT C

638



  74 
 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 

 
 

  MR. DUFFY:  -- there isn't an issue if you went 

with Option 2, Assemblyman, because -- maybe there is not 

issue, but it's very difficult, if you're running a school 

district -- I ran a school district for 12 years.   

  It's -- you have trouble going beyond just taking 

care of the needs and the teachers in your community.  So 

reaching into this program takes extraordinary effort and it 

may be that districts just aren't aware of all the things 

that are going on.   

  So again -- and I apologize if I sounded like I 

was being accusatory.  What I was trying to do is say what I 

think is the reality and the law.   

  MR. DIAZ:  Madam Chair -- and I think there as a 

motion on the table.  I'd like to second that motion by 

Assemblymember Nazarian, if he would like to repeat the 

motion to follow Option with the process, if you'd like to 

explain, on appeal.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  I think you got it 

right. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  -- explicit directions that 

would make sure that those projects that might be ineligible 

because the eligibility requirements would come to us on 

appeal at the next available meeting. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Yes. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  So we'll take comment from 
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the Board members and then what I want to do is ask if there 

is any public comment on this acknowledged list processing 

question -- we'll save the grant agreement public comment 

next -- come on up. 

  Senator Nguyen, did you have a comment?   

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  I was actually ready to support 

Option 2.  I would like to do a blend as mentioned.  I 

just -- you know, I mean they're still going to have to go 

through the process, but I just don't want us -- and we 

don't know what that number is and you're talking -- I mean 

I have no problem with having these groups come up and, you 

know, and have to appeal to us, but I will tell you, I mean 

I've been to this Board meeting once last year and, you 

know, when you're talking about appealing to this Board, 

you're now bringing the school district, the teachers, the 

students, I mean it's a full process for these school 

districts and not something that they take lightly.   

  And as you know, appeal to any government agency 

is not something that is easy either.  So I'm not sure if we 

go with just purely Option 1 and allow everybody to appeal 

is the right -- if you're going to do that, then you're 

going to have to be more specific to staff to allow them 

to -- you know, what is appeal -- what they appeal and 

what's not because I think you're asking for something 

larger than what we are anticipating or wanting. 
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  And then I respect Madam Chair's view of not 

wanting to support it sounds like Option 2, but, you know, 

staff -- I'm going to assume that staff didn't put Option 2 

in there knowing that it's not legally allowed.   

  So think that, you know, the option staff has 

given has mostly likely been vetted and what we can and 

cannot do, so I'm going to err on the side of that staff has 

already went through that process and just try and get 

direction from us.  So I wouldn't to say that Option 2 -- or 

grandfathering folks in is somehow not legally sound.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Any other Board comments?   

  MR. KIM:  I'm sorry.  I just have one comment.  

Again, I'm trying to think from the perspective of the 

school district.   

  If I'm on the acknowledged list knowing that I 

have no guarantee of funding, I'm not going to go forward 

with a project that's going to be in the tens of millions of 

dollars without knowing that I have some fund source.  So 

I'm going to have a local bond issue.  All right.  I'm not 

going to start construction without that.   

  So I think there's the larger policy issue of do 

we -- for the limited funds that we have available for a 

bond, do we want to see those monies go to a project that 

isn't eligible under the current rules, but that's already 

been constructed, possibly for a school district that 
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already has local bond funds to pay for those things, or do 

we want to see those monies go to a school district that 

maybe never had the opportunity to apply because they didn't 

have the resources and knew they couldn't issue a local bond 

and now are eligible because of increasing enrollment. 

  So that's a policy question and I would propose 

that we would want to fund the school districts that are 

largely socioeconomically disadvantaged, that don't have the 

opportunity to issue local bonds, and have those schools get 

the funds.  Thank you.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  I just have to add to 

that.  Conversely, why wouldn't we have such a program 

wherein they could apply.  I think there was some 

expectation that the program would continue, so it's time to 

continue the program and we're going to say, well, actually, 

you applied.  We had a program where you could apply.  There 

was infrastructure where you could apply associated with 

this Board and today we're going to say, well, we're just 

going to start over today.   

  That's really what we're saying from my 

perspective.   

  MR. KIM:  I'm sorry.  Maybe I was misinterpreted. 

I think the larger issue for me is that if these school 

districts that went -- were on the acknowledged list.  They 

bet on the come.  They didn't get the funds.  They probably 
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have local funds to pay for these schools -- the 

construction which frees up additional funds for school 

districts that may not have had the ability to do local 

bonds, still do not have the ability to do local bonds, and 

they can build more schools.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  I don't know that they 

bet as much as they banked on a program that exists at the 

state level, but that's --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  It's only the eligibility 

that we're talking about here.  We're not saying that we're 

rejecting the application -- the entire list of 

applications.  We're just talking about requiring an update 

of the eligibility. 

  So I think we are very much honoring the spirit of 

the past Board action that allowed the applications to come 

through.  Otherwise, we would be looking at Option 3.   

  So I'm going to go to our public comment.  If you 

could be brief because we have talked about this for a long 

time and only focus on the motion at hand.  You can come 

back up to talk about the grant agreement, so we'll start 

here.  

  MS. CUNNINGHAM:  Thank you.  Madam Chair, my 

name's Alana Cunningham and I'm from Jack Schroeder's 

office.  We're a school facility consulting firm and we work 

with a number of small school districts -- other districts 
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throughout the state. 

  And when you asked the question how reestablishing 

new construction will affect districts, I think the answer 

is for a small district, it's uncertain because small school 

districts that are locked under 2,500 students are locked 

for three years.   

  So the issue of how that lock will work for small 

districts who submitted say funding applications in '14-'15 

and eligibility in '14-'15, you know, how their eligibility 

will be processed for those districts because they're locked 

for three years from the SAB approval date.  The SAB has not 

been approving eligibility.  So the question is when does 

that lock happen for these districts. 

  So the answer for the small districts is that 

clarification hasn't been provided, so we're uncertain at 

this time how it will impact small districts. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Thank you.   

  MS. ARTHUR:  Good afternoon, Madam Chair Ortega.  

My name is Julie Arthur.  I'm with Palm Springs Unified 

School District and I'm the Executive Director of Facilities 

there, of design and planning, and I did want to speak on 

the acknowledged list. 

  I have about nine projects on the acknowledged 

list and I just wanted to actually speak to -- we're talking 

about eligibility.   
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  So eligibility really is a snapshot in time for 

any project.  So if ten years ago, there was bond funding, I 

may have had eligibility for a new school with 2,500 

students.  I may not have that today.  I built that school. 

That school's changed.   

  My district size is 500 square miles.  So I have 

possibly need for a school in Desert Hot Springs where I 

don't have it in Palm Springs now.   

  So I don't think what we're looking at with the 

growth issue here is about a project that should it be built 

or not built or funded.  What we're looking at as difference 

of eligibility is numbers of students. 

  So if I submitted a project in 2012, I may have 

had eligibility for an elementary school or 900 students.  

Most districts down in Southern California have gone down.  

My eligibility may only be 700 now if I had to resubmit 

today.   

  Well, what does that 200 students mean to me.  It 

still means I need a school, but for every classroom I don't 

get of those 25 students per classroom costs me $300,000 in 

grant funds. 

  So I think that's really what we're talking about 

here is why it's important to keep the eligibility at the 

time of submittal.  That was the need.  That was the design 

that I built on.  That was the project that went through DSA 
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and received approval.  That was the project that went 

through CDE and received approval.  That's the project that 

I submitted when I submitted my 5001, my 5002, my 5003, and 

submitted my 5004 at that time. 

  So even though it is -- I went through and did 

that, what's happened with those on the acknowledged list if 

they haven't had the plan review team actually work on those 

now.  So my submittal on time of those projects was the 

snapshot I had which may cost me millions going down. 

  I still need the school, but I lose funds on what 

I built.  And it doesn't mean that I don't need a classroom. 

It means I may have three less students in each grade level. 

So that's the balance of how things move out where you're 

losing funds on it.  I think that's what's important on the 

acknowledged list. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I think that is helpful.  I 

think that is helpful.  I think the issue, though, is should 

that $300,000 per classroom go to another project where the 

eligibility is more pressing.  I mean for me that's the 

trade-off we're making.  So I think that is actually very 

helpful.  Appreciate the comments.   

  MS. ARTHUR:  So and again, I was going to ask -- I 

really wanted to put out that again the date order is 

equitable.  It's something that we've -- school district 

personnel has worked with for 10, 12, 15 years and realize 
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that most school districts have seen Measure 51 language for 

18 months. 

  We saw what went on the ballot when we went out 

and got signatures back in the summer of 2015.  We saw the 

ballot language.  When it passed in November '16, we saw the 

ballot language.  We knew what the program was.  

  So in responding to the kind of betting on the 

program, I think we all saw what the program would be for 

the last 18 months and I think that's why it's important to 

keep the date order in place --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Option 1 does that -- 

  MS. ARTHUR:  On the acknowledged list?  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.  Y es. 

  MS. ARTHUR:  But also at the same time, it keeps 

you in order on it, but you may be losing money if you take 

the new eligibility on the growth Project. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Sure.  Thank you.  Okay.   

  MS. ESPINOZA:  Madam Chair, members, Nancy Chaires 

Espinoza on behalf of the California School Boards 

Association.  I'd like to just shed some light on a couple 

of the questions that keep coming back in the Board's 

discussion.   

  So the first is why hasn't staff heard from 

districts saying specifically that they will be caught in 

the situation where they will be affected detrimentally if 

429

ATTACHMENT C

647



  83 
 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 

 
 

they have to use today's eligibility numbers, and the reason 

for that actually goes back to something that Mr. Pierce on 

behalf of Elk Grove Unified said. 

  Calculating eligibility is not something that most 

districts can do unless they have to do.  So it's 

technically complex.  It's time intensive and labor 

intensive and requires some cost.  So it's not something 

that districts really -- most districts in the state would 

be able to do just satisfy your curiosity or to participate 

in this process.    

  So that's why instead of being deluged with phone 

calls the Board is hearing from California School Boards 

Association and CASH and statewide representatives like 

that.  So just wanted to shed some light on that. 

  Second question that keeps coming back to the 

Board is why would a local school board bet on a 

reimbursement.  Why would you expect that money to come and 

of course, you're right.  We signed those disclosures in 

order to get in line.  

  But I also want to encourage you in the direction 

in which you're going where you're stepping back and trying 

to think about the overall message that you might be sending 

because part of that is as a local governing board member -- 

and full disclosure, I represent Elk Grove Unified School 

District which Mr. Pierce spoke on behalf of.  Today I'm 
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wearing my CSBA hat.  

  We are hearing loud and clear what the 

administration, what the Board wants to see, and what prior 

Boards have said.  For example, in 2014, there was an 

attempt to revamp this program and the proposal that we 

understood was supported by the administration would have 

ranked school districts in order of their bonded 

indebtedness.   

  So the message to us consistently has been be 

flexible, be creative.  If you can raise revenue locally, go 

ahead and do that.  So we have done that.   

  So I do find that it is -- it frankly would 

penalize us now to do Option 1 or to require new eligibility 

as opposed to the eligibility at the time of submittal 

because these districts have gone ahead and used all the 

flexibility at their disposal to meet local need. 

  So is it fair, is it worthwhile?  Absolutely.  

Because these governing boards moved forward in good faith 

and they were expecting this program to be consistent with 

past practice.  So if generally speaking for grant programs 

and construction in particular it's viewed as a good thing 

to fund projects that are, quote, shovel ready, I don't see 

why this program would need to be an exception, particularly 

when we can achieve that while maintaining accountability 

and transparency. 
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  So I would encourage you to support Option 2.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you.  May I have two 

more here.   

  MR. REISING:  Good afternoon, Madam Chairman,  

Board members.  My name is Alan Reising.  I am the Executive 

Director of Facilities for Long Beach Unified School 

District.  Thank you for the opportunity to come up and 

speak with you today and address some very important topics 

that we're presenting today. 

  Long Beach Unified is a large urban school 

district in Southern California.  We currently serve about 

75,000 students at 85 different school sites in the 

communities Long Beach, Lakewood, Signal Hill, and Catalina 

Island. 

  In 2016 -- just trying to address the concept of 

need.  2016, we updated our facilities master plan which 

showed a funding shortfall in excess of one and a half 

billion dollars for our schools.  Those are projects -- 

those are needs at every school site that go unmet on a 

daily basis. 

  So we currently -- in Long Beach, we have ten 

applications on the acknowledged list that total in excess 

of $71 million.  Eight of those projects have already been 

completed and are occupied.  There are two more that will be 

done by the time in early 2018.  They're currently under 
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construction.   

  Each of these projects represent high priority, 

critical needs that our school district had at the time.  We 

elected to move forward with these projects because these 

were critical needs to the students of our district.  We 

actually elected to move monies from other available sources 

that we had in order to meet those needs of our students and 

our staff of our school district. 

  I speak a little bit to Mr. Kim's concept about 

the foolishness of actually doing a project without knowing 

that we had money.  It's important to remember that these 

projects have been critically needed for many, many years.  

School districts have been continuously underfunded for 

their facilities and the needs needed to be met. 

  We had students that were unhoused.  We had 

portables that were rampant around our district.  So I 

believe our board and our school district made wise 

decisions to use the available flexibility and the available 

money they had to move forward with the understanding, the 

expectations that at a future date when bond proceeds became 

available that we had a partnership with this body that you 

would provide the support at the state level to help us with 

meeting those needs.   

  That $71 million will go a long ways to meeting 

the critical needs of students in other areas of our school 
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district.   

  As far as districts that may potentially be harmed 

with new construction, several of those projects on the list 

are for new construction.  We have been going through an era 

of declining enrollment, although I have not -- because of 

the complexity of the effort, I have not updated my 

eligibility, so I couldn't tell you factually.  It would not 

surprise me if one or more of those projects, in fact, had 

some challenges with eligibility. 

  But I do beg you to consider the decisions that my 

board or my district was under at the time that we made a 

decision to move forward, these are very, very, real needs 

for students that we had to meet at that time.  And we very 

much expected that we would have a partnership with this 

committee or this Board moving forward to be able to provide 

the funding for that.  So this is a critical need for our 

district.   

  I'll limit some of the comments, but just to say 

as far as the acknowledged list, we do appreciate the ideas 

that have been discussed here.  We beg the Board to support 

the amended Option 2 where projects that have been in 

construction or have been completed will be moved forward, 

grandfathering in using the enrollment data that was being 

used at that time.   

  Projects that have not been constructed, we could 
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see that there would be definitely a need to relook at your 

enrollment data to see if it's still a wise decision to move 

forward, but don't penalize school districts for using all 

available tools and all available resources at their 

disposal to meet kids' needs.  

  I think Senator Nguyen had mentioned that her 

students are suffering through some of these needs now and 

districts recognize that.  We recognize that we have real 

students in real classrooms today that we need to meet and 

we every day struggle with identifying critical needs and 

finding ways to meet those on a daily basis.   

  So we are recommending that you adopt an amended 

Option 2 moving forward.  Thank you. 

  MR. KIM:  Mr. Reising, I just wanted to clarify 

one thing.  I in no way meant to suggest that I thought that 

schools were being imprudent by going ahead with the school 

construction.  In fact, it was just the reverse. 

  My point was that I thought school officials were 

prudent enough to know that they have a local fund source to 

cover those construction costs in the absence of state 

funding.  So I just wanted to clarify that. 

  MR. REISING:  Thank you.  Thank you for that.  But 

again, the point being is that those needs existed clearly 

at that time and so five, six years later, some seven years 

later to say that there has been a change in those data 
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points and that now we would not be eligible to receive that 

money.   

  The other point I wanted to make is that these are 

real tangible, long-term investments in our infrastructure. 

So although today we may argue that I might be three 

students down in a particular classroom, those students will 

come back.   

  We have shown time and time again in our 

demographics that these schools are investments in the 

future of our students and the children of the state.  So 

it's not money ill spent.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Senator Pan. 

  SENATOR PAN:  Just a quick question.  So in the 

time which we had no bond, the school district went ahead, 

got a local bond, built the construction and I don't want to 

imply in any way that we don't want the state to be a 

partner, but you did decide to fully fund it on your local 

bond or whatever arrangement you made.  

  So now that you're coming back to the state and 

saying -- because I assume that you fully funded it with 

whatever financial arrangement you made and I mean at that 

point there was no Prop. 51, no expectation.  

  So now the state's coming in and paying a certain 

portion of that, what happens to those funds that you've 

raised with that bond locally?  Do you just give that back 
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to the voters?  Do you build another construction?  What 

happens? 

  MR. REISING:  No.  Those -- as I had stated 

earlier, we have clearly identified one and a half billion 

dollars in unmet need in our district.  So those monies 

where we actually, quote, borrowed from another project -- 

so we have projects that now are not moving forward because 

of the --  

  SENATOR PAN:  So that would be reinvested in 

other --  

  MR. REISING:  It would be reinvested in other high 

priority, critical needs for our school district.  

  SENATOR PAN:  Okay.  Which, of course, you'd then 

want to be in line to get more money from us, correct?  It 

would be appropriate, right? 

  MR. REISING:  Depending on the eligibility, yes. 

  SENATOR PAN:  Okay.  Thank you.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Can I ask a question? 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yeah, go ahead.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  So when you -- 2012, 

whenever these projects were built, you went ahead and took 

funds from one place and then put them into the project and 

then you, at the same time or somewhat before, you applied 

to the state, right?   

  MR. REISING:  Yeah.  Concurrently.  
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  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  To this body because 

there was an expectation that we were going to participate 

in that venture.  

  MR. REISING:  Yes. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  And in fact, a formal 

process had been set up so that you could eventually 

participate with the state; is that correct?   

  MR. REISING:  Yes.  Absolutely. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Yes, Senator Allen. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  But when you began construction, 

those projects were eligible at the time. 

  MR. REISING:  Yes, they were. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Okay.  And you had to certify that 

when you applied? 

  MR. REISING:  We submitted all those documents to 

the Office of Public School Construction at that time.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yeah.  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER CHAVEZ:  I haven't made a comment 

all night.  But if we go with what's being on the floor 

right now, Option 1, if you were at risk, you can still 

appeal to this Board to get your money.  Is that my 

understanding? 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Correct.   

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  With the amendment, though.   
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  ASSEMBLYMEMBER CHAVEZ:  Right.  With the 

amendment --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.  That's Mr. Nazarian's 

motion.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER CHAVEZ:  Right.  Do we have a 

problem with what --  

  MR. REISING:  Well, I just think in speaking to 

the concept complexity, it does leave a level of uncertainty 

at the districts' level and it adds an extra level of 

complexity.  So now we're coming back to this body to adopt 

exceptions to the rule as we're moving forward.   

  We think that there's a simpler and more elegant 

solution of picking a date and maybe that's today's date, 

maybe it's July 1st, on when projects have been in 

construction or have been awarded -- or have been completed 

that those projects would be grandfathered in.  Projects 

beyond that date, they could -- we could go back and we 

could recertify that eligibility.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Next speaker, please.  

  MR. WATTERS:  Good afternoon. Darrin Watters.  I'm 

the Deputy Superintendent for Val Verde Unified School 

District in Riverside County.  Thank you for your time 

today.  Appreciate it. 

  A real example for us, 83 percent free and reduced 

lunch, high poverty area.  We have a lot of assessed 
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valuation challenges as you can imagine from that type of 

poverty.   

  Our community stepped up and approved a bond, a GO 

bond, which I can't get to the money now because the AV is 

so low.  We had a need.  We certified our eligibility at the 

time.  We needed a new high school.  Have to house the kids, 

much like my colleagues. 

  So we've gone forward.  We're building a high 

school in phases.  I've finished phase one.  I've got ninth 

and tenth graders in there.  Phase two is just about done.  

Phase three, I've got to have done by August because I've 

got to have the kids come in, the junior class.   

  The senior class comes in, I don't have any place 

to go for this.  This was part of the discussions we had.  

We followed along with the program.  We did what we were 

supposed to do.  We submitted our eligibility.  

  I honestly do not know today what my eligibility 

is.  I could be fine on this.  I don't know.   

  But as Alan pointed out, there's a cost associated 

with that and I wasn't going to update my eligibility 

because I didn't need another school right now.  If we 

needed another school, we'd certainly be pursuing that.  

  I really encourage you -- I'm not sure there's a 

difference between the option compromise presented by 

Senator Nguyen and Option 1 with the appeal, with the 
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exception of certainty.  Why would we build -- why would we 

want to have another step in there of an appeal process -- 

and I would never want to say -- I don't know how you would 

deal with those at that time.  Would it be a -- I don't like 

the term rubber stamp, but like an audit, have to be 

approved?  Is there -- that you can provide to the locals 

that need to get these funds so that we can build our next 

projects and finish the ones we're in currently.  So I 

really --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I know -- I would prefer the 

appeal route because we don't really know what's before us, 

but the unknown of how many are going to fall into this 

category, what's the circumstances of why they built at the 

time, how much their eligibility has declined, these sorts 

of things, that's the reason why the appeal process makes 

more sense to me.  

  I respect and acknowledge the uncertainty 

question.  You know, Prop. 51 did not grandfather in all the 

applications.  That would have been the way to get 

certainty, if the initiative had said all the lists are 

approved as they were submitted.   

  That isn't there and so not knowing what we'd be 

agreeing to respectfully with Senator Nguyen's proposed 

amendment, with not knowing what that really means is why 

we'd be uncomfortable supporting that route.   
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  Senator Allen, did you have --  

  SENATOR ALLEN:  What do you mean not knowing -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Not knowing how many projects 

may not have eligibility that have already newly constructed 

that would then be allowed to move forward. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Should we get some --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  The problem is we can't get 

the information until the applications are processed and so 

that's why the -- letting them start the processing of the 

applications and then when the first one -- when it occurs 

bringing that forward and maybe then -- and maybe after it 

happens, we get a sense of the complexities, why they 

built -- is it a compelling case.   

  I mean maybe at that point we have some sense of 

having a broader policy, but I feel like at this point we 

just don't know what that might be.   

  Are there any public -- any more public comments 

on this question?  Okay.  Shall we move back to the grant 

agreement and the rest of our public comment on that 

question. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER CHAVEZ:  Will we vote on this, 

though, right now?  I'm going to have to get going.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Well, we are going 

to -- we're going to need to have two votes.  We have this 

issue and we have the grant agreement.  So should we quickly 
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move through the public comment --  

  SENATOR ALLEN:  The grant agreement is the Alameda 

thing?   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  No.  The grant agreement --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  No.  The entire thing's 

Item 7, correct? 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.  Yes.  So we had a 

motion, but your motion was only to the issue of the 

eligibility.  So moving back to the approval of the grant 

agreement and the requirements that Lisa laid out.  Remind 

us what page they are on.  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  They're on page 84.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Page 84. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Is the grant agreement --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  So we had a presentation on 

that, but we had just opened the public comment, so -- 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Right.  And we acknowledged that 

we wanted to modify the grant agreement to incorporate 

several --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Right.  We had the technical 

changes on the freezer and the refrigerator.  We had the 

revised staff recommendation to exclude the 370 million in 

true unfunded projects on the list.  It would apply to the 

balance of the acknowledged list. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  And also acknowledge that we would 
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modify the grant agreement to acknowledge the advisory 

letters that are --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.  The grant agreement 

would make clear that if you got advice from OPSC on an item 

on appeal -- 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That we would provide that --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  -- we would provide that to 

the auditor.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  -- reflect that on the various 

pages, yes, and adopt the regulation.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  It's all on page 84 -- 

recommendations are all listed on page 84, correct, Lisa?  

Is that right? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yes.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  So should we quickly move 

through the public comment on -- is that fine with everyone 

or did anyone have any comments.  Okay.  So --  

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  I'm confused.  Is the 

motion -- move Item 7 or --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  That's actually not in Tab 7.  One 

of them is the grant agreement is where we started off 

initially and then we folded in the acknowledged list.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  So I'll call a couple of 

speakers up.  Kirk Nicholas and Julie Arthur.  This again 

would be comments related to the grant agreement as we've 
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already heard the comments on the processing of the 

acknowledged list and again I'll ask you to be brief.  Do we 

have Julie Arthur?  Oh, you can come back up.  And Eric 

Bakke would be next.   

  MR. NICHOLAS:  So, Madam Chair, Board members, 

thank you for letting me speak this early evening.   

  I'm here -- I'm the Superintendent of Lammersville 

Unified.  It's not as big as Long Beach and some of the 

other districts.  We reside between Livermore and Tracy.  

We're the highest performing school district in San Joaquin 

County and in a master plan community.  

  I'm here with a very simple plea which is that 

we're asking that the State Allocation Board approve the 

release of funds or to bring the funds in on the unfunded 

list.   

  In a master plan community, you have to build a 

school every three years.  We've done everything humanly 

possible to keep building up with the size of the growth.  

We'll be breaking ground on a school this month and we're 

already planning for the next school beyond that and we 

currently have an unfunded list K-8 school that has not been 

funded for years.  The release of those funds would bring 

that money into our district. 

  Concurrently, we're also building a state of the 

art high school, about $135 million project.  We built in 
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phases similar to what the gentleman before me spoke.  

  So for us, the bottom line is that having funds 

out there that Prop. 51 can cover, to have this Board 

approve it, have that money come in would allow us to 

fulfill our promise through the resolution list on the bond 

and not put so much pressure on our general obligation bond, 

but also continue the process of a rapidly growing 

community, building schools every three years. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you.  Julie. 

  MS. ARTHUR:  Good evening again.  Julie Arthur, 

Palm Springs Unified School District.   

  First of all, I'd like to thank staff today for 

proposing to remove the words only if used to provide food 

service to student population on that.  Refrigeration and 

freezers are big in the desert.   

  We have a lot of special ed programs where we have 

to have refrigeration for medication.  We actually have to 

have refrigeration in our staff lounge as well.  Insulin, 

all kinds of different medications that we need.  So I 

really appreciate you taking that out.  It was a big concern 

to us on that.  

  And I would like to again bring up the point about 

technology.  It really is the computers.  I know we look at 

the frame of a computer.  We're saying it's only three 

years, but in reality, we use our computers much more than 
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three years.  

  They go from -- everywhere from our career tech 

programs and from sound boards to all kinds of different 

things, to our energy management for our school sites and 

making sure that's how we control our temperatures there and 

we're not really able to use many of the items that are 

eligible like projectors without these computers. 

  So it's very similar if -- and again, because 

we're a little warm.  It was 109 yesterday.  So we put air 

conditioning in and we put all the ductwork in, right?  And 

we put all these in and we put these air conditioning units.  

  And if we did all this stuff and you didn't let me 

put the compressor in, the air conditioner wouldn't work.  

That's kind of how technology -- computers are to us.  We 

put all the infrastructure into the buildings.  We put the 

wiring in.  We bring that in.  We put a projector or a smart 

board up, but without that computer, I can't turn on the air 

to those technology.   

  So that's why it's something I think -- that's so 

important to be part of it.  And it's amazing the changing 

of our technology, and I would hate to lock us in to keeping 

computer in the ineligible.  So I ask if you would please 

reconsider that again and maybe work with it a little bit. 

  I don't think many schools are abusing it.  I hope 

not.  We just finished our audit process of over 
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$230 million for a project and I'm getting a check back for 

150,000, so -- which will go in there.   

  So I feel that many districts -- if there's a 

problem, I think it's out of ignorance, not out of hopefully 

an attempt to do something.  So I hope you would look at 

that again and maybe keep something of the way of how the 

computer or something with that in the grant agreement. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you.   

  MS. ARTHUR:  Thanks.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Mr. Bakke. 

  MR. BAKKE:  Eric Bakke, Los Angeles Unified School 

District.  Thank you for being here.  I just want to open up 

just with a quick thank you to OPSC staff.  We've provided I 

would like to say countless recommendations, technical, 

policy considerations, many of which were adopted in this 

latest revise.  

  We still have some concerns.  We expressed some of 

those with OPSC staff.  Actually happy to hear -- I was 

going to raise a few of them today.  I was happy to hear 

some of the comments already made, so that's extremely 

helpful.   

   I just want to point out, though, that -- and I 

think it was brought up, when we look at the eligibility 

list, what projects are deemed eligible, I think even today 

we just learned that there's new items being added to that 
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list today that were added at the last SAB meeting, and I 

expect there will be more items added to this list, which is 

what prompted my original statement about not having defined 

lists.  

  Having a statement of definition of what 

constitutes eligibility list and I think that provides 

greater flexibility.   

  I will back pedal a little bit and say that 

there's some new added language in this that provides a 

little bit of flexibility, but I still think we have to 

recognize that this grant agreement is a binding agreement 

between OPSC and with the State Allocation Board and the 

school district, but it's going to be the guiding principle 

for any auditor that's going to use to determine whether or 

not projects are eligible or not -- or expenditures I should 

say.   

  And so we want to make sure that there is 

flexibility for growth of that list and that OPSC has the 

flexibility at their administrative level to make those 

realtime decisions.   

  What I'm concerned about is that being so specific 

in a grant agreement, it's in essence a regulation, and so 

it begs the question if there's the authority to allow for 

that kind of unilateral decision.   

  So if we can add language to this that provides 
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direction to the auditor, a little bit more specificity that 

they can communicate or have conversation with OPSC to 

determine eligible expenditures I think would go a long way 

to help OPSC staff to make determinations.  Otherwise, I 

think where we'll be is where Mr. O'Donnell referenced audit 

hell with the process, and I don't think anyone wants to be 

there.  That's one of our biggest concerns is that we'll 

always be there trying to define what is eligible.   

  I think someone said it's best that it's -- it's 

easier to identify what's ineligible than what is eligible. 

So just consideration as we go on.  

  The other thing is that this a new process and I 

think we're going to continue to learn as this gets rolled 

out.  So to suggest that this language should be final, I 

would argue if there's room for this discussion that we 

revisit the language.   

  I think there's still a lot of areas that need to 

be improved upon.  It's certainly clarity.  For example, 

there's a reference to savings can only be used for matching 

share.  That was new language that was added in from the 

last SAB meeting. 

  Now, I understand the intent was to speak to 

providing direction to the auditor about how savings shall 

be viewed and looked at, but the way it's drafted in its 

very simple form, an auditor who doesn't know this program 
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will interpret that the savings can only be used as matching 

share and not as other high priority capital outlay 

projects.  That's a big problem.  

  So it's things like that -- and we provided some 

of those -- that I think we need to look at as we go on and 

I would hope and encourage this body to probably bring this 

item back after we've rolled it out a little bit to see 

where we can make clarifications, where we need to.   

  I'm not necessarily suggesting significant policy 

shifts, but just clarifications where it's appropriate.  So 

thank you very much.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Thank you.  The next 

three, Jenny Hannah, Darrin Watters, and Lettie Boggs.  

About four more after this.  Again I'm going to remind 

everyone to please keep it very brief.  We're going to lose 

members and lose the ability to keep our quorum and have 

votes, so keep it brief and try not to repeat anything 

that's been said.  Thank you.  Ms. Hannah. 

  MS. HANNAH:  Good evening.  I'm Jenny Hannah.  I 

with the Kern High School District in Bakersfield, 

California, and I won't repeat what I've heard from others, 

but what I would say first to this Board is you have an 

obligation first to do no harm to these districts and with 

that, I mean you need to prospective, not retroactive in 

applying this program.   

451

ATTACHMENT C

669



  105 
 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 

 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
 
 

 
 

  Even if there's one district that could be harmed 

by this, this could be significant to especially small 

school districts who large capital projects are, you know, a 

big hit to their budget. 

  And so with regard to those -- the previous 

conversation and the current conversation about grant 

agreement, I think that's really important to consider.  We 

don't any of us have a crystal ball and we do the best that 

we can with what we have.   

  Also just a point -- and I encourage you to act on 

this to get going with getting money out on the street.  

Every day that we hate causes us to lose more ability to get 

classrooms built at today's dollars.   

  We're seeing escalation now.  The longer we wait, 

the more it's going to cost us to build these schools.  So I 

would encourage you to consider that.  Proposition 51 passed 

over eight months ago and we're still talking about how to 

get this money out on the street.  So thank you very much.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you.  Mr. Watters. 

  MR. WATTERS:  Darrin Watters, Val Verde Unified.  

On the grant agreement itself, eligible and ineligible 

lists, I would implore the Board to remove the eligible 

list.  The ineligible list makes perfect sense.  I have no 

issue with a list of things we can't buy.  I think that 

gives us the parameters.  That tells us what we need to know 
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about the program. 

  The eligible list -- the bureaucratic process to 

get something added to that I am concerned about.  What is 

that going to take to get something added to that and what's 

that process look like.  So that would be a big concern of 

mine and it still becomes a moving target.  We're not 

getting the certainty we need at the district level.  

  And I'd also implore that we edit the ineligible 

list to reflect the existing program as applicable from 

Prop. 51 and before which ties -- which said the old rules. 

I mean and it's back to what Mrs. Arthur said and that 

was -- it's an integral part and I understand the bond 

component of that, but I don't see why we can't issue 

short-term notes.   

  Why do the bonds have to be 30 years.  Why can't 

we issue shorter term notes and a small tranche to cover 

that technology and therefore we need that capitalization 

target piece.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Thank you.  Ms. Boggs.  

  MS. BOGGS:  Yes.  I'm Lettie Boggs with Colbi 

Technologies and we have over a hundred school district 

clients.  We help them with their budget and the qualifying 

expenditures against those program budgets.  

  So we work a lot with our clients on answering 

calls of what's eligible and not eligible and one of the 
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things that is a challenge is -- and to back up, I'm old 

enough that I remember the program before this program when 

we had lists.  So I kind of am having echos of oh, my 

goodness, we're going back to lists where we had to maintain 

them. 

  One of the primary challenges we had with the 

lists was consistent application across so that everybody 

would know.  So I really applaud and I thank you for 

listening on the refrigerators and those kinds of things.  

It's going to be real important that we figure out a 

mechanism to consistently apply across all of the advice so 

that districts are treated uniformly in this.   

  One of the things that I would suggest is that we 

work with some guiding criteria or policy statements and by 

way of example, one of the things I tell clients when they 

call and they say is this a supply or is this not a supply. 

That's probably the most confusing area. 

  If you routinely buy it out of your supply budget 

every year, it is not eligible ever, and we've been telling 

people that for 20 years.  However, there are many things 

that get coded 4310 which is the supply budget that in the 

case of a new school are essential equipping of that school 

as a going concern. 

  And that's where the difficulty occurs.  For, for 

instance, if I have a contract and I have window blinds in 
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my construction contract, the kind I specified are no longer 

available.  It's the end of the contract.  You don't want to 

hold that contract open while you go through and order 

blinds.  

  You change order it out.  You go ahead and close 

the contract.  The district will then purchase those blinds. 

They're not inventoried.  So they don't rise to 44 or 6400, 

but they certainly are a part of the school building and 

they are an equipment item.  

  Another different kind of item but very similar 

would be science equipment.  When you equip a brand new 

classroom with every beaker, every microscope, all of the 

lenses, all of the pipettes, it is in excess of $20,000 per 

classroom.   

  While individually they are supply items, but if 

you're building four science labs, you're talking $80,000 at 

a minimum added to the general fund budget the year you open 

the school or you can't really hold class.  All of those 

items are used at some point during every year.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Ms. Boggs, I'm going 

to ask you to wrap up -- 

  MS. BOGGS:  The routine budget is for breakage, 

replacement, those -- not for the full equipping of that 

lab.  So context matters with respect to whether it's a 

supply item or not and I would urge you to allow the users, 
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the constituents to give some input into what things are 

considered allowable in that essential equipping of the 

school. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you.  Okay.  I'm going 

to call the last speakers.  Andrea Ball, Alan Reising -- I'm 

not sure, Alan, if you needed to come back up.  Nancy 

Espinoza, again I'm not sure if you need to come back up, 

and Lori Ruis.   

  And again I’m going to ask you to be very brief.  

We're going to lose members and have no votes.   

  MS. BALL:  Thank you, Madam Chair, members.  

Andrea with the Ball/Frost Group.  I'm here on behalf of two 

of our clients -- two diverse clients, the Association of 

Suburban School Districts and the Central Valley Education 

Coalition.   

  Central Valley Education Coalition represents 

districts in the Central Valley.  Small, rural, suburban 

districts are all over the state.  Just to say -- to echo 

the recommendations you've heard from others, so I will be 

brief on the grant agreement to make it prospective, to make 

it clear and simple so that small districts have the 

capacity to complete it successfully. 

  We do want to thank OPSC and the staff for the 

changes they've announced today.  We still think that having 

an eligible list is not the way to go.  To have an 
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ineligible list that's clear but to have guidance on what is 

eligible.  And I think I'll keep it there and thank you very 

much.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you.  Next speaker.   

  MS. ESPINOZA:  Thank you.  Again, Madam Chair, 

members, Nancy Chaires Espinoza on behalf of the California 

School Boards Association.   

  I too want to echo the previous speakers' comments 

and for the sake of time, I won't go through all of the 

changes I'm grateful for, but I want to express my thanks to 

staff for hearing the input from stakeholders and for the 

numerous technical and other changes that they've made to 

the grant agreement so far.  It is very much appreciated. 

  CSBA very much supports the grant agreement in 

concept.  We have from the very beginning and we want to be 

partners with you in making sure that the system that gets 

created is successful.  So all of our comments stem from 

that. 

  We are concerned about the incorporation of a very 

large eligible list and a relatively smaller ineligible 

list.  Obviously, the latter should be there for the sake of 

all of our clarity.  

  Our concern with the large detailed eligible list 

is that it simply doesn't mesh with the way auditors do 

their work and we fear that it will create a very 
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complicated system with a greater incidence of things that 

appear to be negative findings that will either -- either 

may be resolved or will have to be appealed to the Board, 

but that should have rightfully been allowed in the first 

place.   

  So that's our concern and so we would advise that 

there be a short advisory list of eligible expenditures with 

a finite list of ineligible expenditures.   

  And I just briefly have to speak the issue of 

educational technology.  Our understanding of the grant 

agreement was that it would be a compendium of existing 

program rules, but this clearly is a pretty significant 

policy change.  And our concern with respect to educational 

technology is that Proposition 39 actually requires local 

governing boards to review their educational technology 

needs in developing their project list. 

  So not only is it allowed, it is required of us.  

So to have -- well, I won't say at the administrative level 

because I understand we're going through emergency 

regulations, but to use a document such as the grant 

agreement to conflict with that -- to put us in a situation 

where these things conflict is problematic.  So we would 

respectfully request that the educational technology issue 

get the benefit of the full discussion of the Board so that 

we can flush out that issue for you a little bit better. 
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  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Thank you.  

Mr. Reising. 

  MR. REISING:  So thank you.  Again Alan Reising, 

Executive Director of Facilities for Long Beach Unified.  

  I'd like to again echo my thanks for staff for 

addressing a lot of the concerns that have been brought 

forward related to the grant agreement, but there are a 

couple of particularly troubling items that I just wanted to 

make sure I've voiced some concerns about.  

  Specifically is the retroactivity concern.  

Projects that have already been completed, already been in 

construction or are currently in construction and applying 

what essentially amounts to a change of the rules to those 

projects. 

  It does create somewhat of an imbalance.  It 

does -- for school districts that in good faith moved 

forward with the understanding of the rules and the 

allowable expenditures at that time and I've been coming 

back and actually applying a different level of eligible and 

ineligible projects. 

  We suggest on the other hand to actually setting a 

date similar to the date that we talked about for the 

acknowledged list where projects that were awarded before 

essentially July 1st or another date would not be subject to 

the grant agreement, much as we did the true unfunded list. 
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  Secondly, to quickly talk about this -- and you've 

heard from several other speakers here, the concept of the 

eligible and ineligible expenditures.  We very much think 

it's much easier and simpler to simply design and produce a 

list of ineligible expenditures.  Very clear for districts 

moving forward to know what you cannot spend your money on. 

  Projects are continuously changing and systems are 

ever evolving as we move forward to becoming more complex as 

we move forward and having a finite defined list of eligible 

expenditures seems counterintuitive. 

  We'd rather suggest that we define a list of 

ineligible expenditures that the Board could then address 

those on a routine basis to see if they need to be adjusted 

or amended in some way, but it really lets us know what 

we're actually moving forward with and it also lets my 

auditors know exactly what they're looking for for items 

that would not be eligible to be spent. 

  So relying on appeals to staff members at OPSC 

just doesn't seem to be a realistic solution.  It doesn't 

seem to be something that can be applied evenly and 

equitably across the length of the program.  Staff members 

come and go.  I know I struggle with that myself.  And 

having a fair and equitable application of exception rules 

seems to be troubling and be hard to maintain going forward. 

So thank you very much and I appreciate your time. 
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  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you.  Mr. Diaz and then 

Mr. Allen.  

  MR. DIAZ:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  I'd like to 

thank staff.  I think they've done a lot of great work on 

this issue.  I just want to make sure -- now and again, that 

they've conceded on several pieces identified by 

stakeholders in the areas of concern.  

  First of all, the timing of when the agreement 

must be signed and now it's at fund release.  The entire 

unfunded list must be exempt from grant agreement, and 

three, on the trailer bills, funds used for repayment can 

come from sources other than the district's general fund and 

will return the bond accounts.   

  Staff has also stated publically today and written 

into this item that they will provide written clarification 

of any items that are not reflected on the list of eligible 

and ineligible expenditures.  This should satisfy any 

concerns that districts may have that something was left off 

and the auditors won't know how to address it.   

  I think I'm ready to move forward on this item.  

We've kind of beat this item to death especially since the 

last meeting that we've had and we did identify major areas 

of concern and we can also -- I would remind the Board, we 

can also make several changes in the future to these grant 

agreements.   
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  So I move to approve the staff's grant agreements 

pursuant to page 84 along with Ms. Silverman's 

recommendations announced today during her presentation.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Mr. Allen.  

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Okay.  But could I just ask if 

Mr. Diaz would be willing to take a friendly amendment to 

respond to some of the concerns we've raised which would say 

that the Board -- that we would only apply -- we'd apply the 

grant agreement to the acknowledged list only for those 

projects that have not already been completed or are not 

currently under contract so that we don't move the goal 

posts on districts.  

  I would absolutely agree with your motion with 

that one caveat. 

  MR. DIAZ:  I would say, Senator, that this program 

hasn't changed and I think that the grant agreement is just 

a confirmation that districts are complying with the 

existing program.  So there's no changing of the goal posts 

or any of those issues with regards to those items.   

   I think what we're talking about is adherence to 

a program that we all wanted to be successful and want to 

see carried forward, but I would cede to the Chair on the 

other recommendations.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Just on the moving the goal 

posts issue, I think that is why after the April meeting we 
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went back and looked at the issue of the process 

applications and why -- you know, at least I was supportive 

and asked staff to bring forward the recommendation that we 

exempt the processed applications, so the $370 million worth 

of projects from the grant agreement. 

  The difference of course with the acknowledged 

list is that they are -- those applications have not been 

processed.  If there was an expenditure that was in the 

grant agreement as it's before you today, that the district 

included in their project -- in their application that's on 

the acknowledged list, there would be time for that district 

to move that item around, to shift that to a local 

expenditure and put something else in the state expenditure. 

  So there is no reason why a district needs to feel 

like this is a gotcha', that we're going to have some 

ability to go in and grab something that they put in their 

application and audit them later.  They have that 

information now and if the grant agreement is approved, they 

will have the opportunity to look at it and determine 

whether there are any problems with their existing 

application.   

  There would be no penalty.  They would simply make 

an amendment to the application that OPSC has before it's 

processed.  So that's -- for us, that's where the dividing 

line was between grandfathering in, if you will, or moving 
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the goal posts was if it's been processed, fine, we're going 

to let it go.  But if it hasn't been processed yet, there's 

still plenty of opportunity to work with OPSC. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Well, when you say processed, I 

mean what about the districts that are deep in to having 

already entered into contracts? 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  That occurs in both lists, 

the acknowledged list and the true unfunded list.  That's 

the nature of the program that we get applications for 

projects that are underway that -- the grants that come 

before you are for reimbursements for projects that have 

already occurred.  That's the way the program has always 

operated. 

  So that's why we feel like we will give the -- the 

districts will have a window to make those modifications.  

Again, if they find something on the template that they did 

not previously understand was ineligible, I want again 

reiterate the point, at least, you know, speaking for the 

administration, the list of items on the template are all 

with a code section reference to current law with the 

exception of the technology. 

  There is nothing in the template that creates a 

new standard for the use of the funds, again with the 

exception of the technology.  Everything is already required 

to not required in the program.   
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  Now, could there have been misunderstandings about 

how -- 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  Technology is significant. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Absolutely.  Technology I'm 

acknowledging is significant and it's a change, but, you 

know, it's a change that we feel very strongly is necessary 

for an accountability program on a bond of this size, that 

it's not being used for iPads or desktops or that sort of 

thing.  So -- Mr. Mireles. 

  MR. MIRELES:  First of all, I want to once again 

thank staff for adding a lot of the suggested changes from 

the stakeholders.  I think that we can all acknowledge 

there's been a lot of progress in improving the grant 

agreement. 

  A quick point of clarification.  The suggested 

amendments that Ms. Silverman recommend, do we need to read 

the actual language as part of the motion in terms of the 

language that we're going to add to the grant agreement or 

would that be just conforming regulations that will come 

later? 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I think Mr. Diaz was 

suggesting that the items that Ms. Silverman read would be 

part of his motion.  So they would be part of the template 

as it's approved.  

  MR. MIRELES:  Okay.   
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  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yeah.   

  MS. SILVERMAN:  We can restate it if you'd like. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.  All of the 

clarifications that Lisa stated at the top will be part of 

the motion.  So we have a motion.  I don't recall if we 

heard a second on that.   

  MR. KIM:  I'll second that.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  So let's call the 

question on the grant agreement.  Sam, if you could call the 

roll. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Yeah.  Okay.  Senator Allen. 

  Senator Nguyen. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  Aye. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Senator Pan. 

  SENATOR PAN:  Aye.  

  MR. GUARDADO:  Assemblymember Nazarian. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Aye.  

  MR. GUARDADO:  Assemblymember Chavez. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER CHAVEZ:  Aye.  

  MR. GUARDADO:  Assemblymember O'Donnell. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  No.  

  MR. GUARDADO:  Juan Mireles. 

  MR. MIRELES:  Aye. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Cesar Diaz. 

  MR. DIAZ:  Aye. 
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  MR. GUARDADO:  Daniel Kim. 

  MR. KIM:  Aye.  

  MR. GUARDADO:  Eraina Ortega. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Aye.   

  MR. GUARDADO:  Motion passes.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  And now we will return 

to the previous motion which is on the processing of the 

acknowledged list.  So the motion and the second on the 

table are Option 1 with the clear direction that the 

projects that might be deemed ineligible would come to us as 

an appeal so we can consider those issues.   

  So please -- any further comment on that one?  

Please call -- Mr. Allen. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  I support Senator Nguyen's 

proposed on the -- I'm going to vote no on this and we'll 

see what the Board does.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Thank you.  Sam. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Senator Allen. 

  SENATOR ALLEN:  No. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Senator Nguyen. 

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  No.  

  MR. GUARDADO:  Senator Pan. 

  SENATOR PAN:  Aye. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Assemblymember Nazarian. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER NAZARIAN:  Aye. 
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  MR. GUARDADO:  Assemblymember Chavez. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER CHAVEZ:  Aye. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Assemblymember O'Donnell. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  No.  

  MR. GUARDADO:  Juan Mireles.  

  MR. MIRELES:  No. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Cesar Diaz. 

  MR. DIAZ:  Aye. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Daniel Kim. 

  MR. KIM:  Aye. 

  MR. GUARDADO:  Eraina Ortega.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Aye.  

  MR. GUARDADO:  Motion passes.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you.  We have the 

Consent Calendar, if you all want to stay for just --  

  MS. SILVERMAN:  We actually have one action item 

on appeal, so --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Oh, we have an appeal as 

well. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Really quick.  

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  Very quick.  For Alameda -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I think there's no objection 

to the appeal item.   

  SENATOR NGUYEN:  Move it.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Moved by Senator Nguyen. 
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  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Second. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Second by Mr. O'Donnell.  All 

in favor the appeal item, please say aye. 

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  And the Consent Calendar? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  The Consent Calendar ready for 

approval. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.   

  MR. DIAZ:  Moved.  

  MR. KIM:  Second.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  All in favor of the Consent 

Calendar --  

 (Ayes)  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  I believe everyone is still 

in the room, so we'll call that a unanimous vote and we'll 

take up the Minutes at the next meeting. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Okay.  Yeah.  We also -- clarify 

to -- acknowledged list at a future -- we need to 

eliminate -- the record to reflect the School Facilities 

Program unfunded list is withdrawn from Tab 8.  And the 

future workload. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  But we don't need a 

motion on that or you do. 

  MS. KAMPMEINERT:  -- record to reflect --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  All right.  With no further 
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public comment to come before the Board, we're adjourned. 

 (Whereupon, at 6:30 p.m. the proceedings were  

adjourned.) 
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PRIORITY FUNDING SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION APPORTIONMENTS 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To provide priority School Facility Program (SFP) funding Apportionments for $433.3 million for the projects 

that submitted a valid certification. 

DESCRIPTION 

At the May 2011 State Allocation Board (Board) meeting, the Board approved proposed regulations 

establishing two annual filing periods for prioritizing school construction funding as cash proceeds became 

available to provide Apportionments. The Office of Administrative Law (OAL) then approved the regulations 

on July 27, 2011. The proposed regulations created two 30-day periods in which school districts could 

request to receive an Apportionment upon acknowledgement that a Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 

50-05) could be submitted within 90 days of receiving an Apportionment.

Based on the current regulations, the recent 30-day filing period began on May 10, 2017 and ended on  

June 8, 2017. Requests must have been physically received by the Office of Public School Construction 

(OPSC) on or before June 8, 2017 and are valid from July 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017. 

By approving this item, the Board will provide approximately $433.3 million in Apportionments for 131 

projects that represents 68 school districts. 

AUTHORITY 

See Attachment A. 

BACKGROUND 

Requests/Acknowledgements 

Pursuant to SFP Regulations, districts choosing to participate in the priority funding process must submit a 

request to convert an Unfunded Approval to an Apportionment. As part of the request, districts are required 

to make the following acknowledgements: 

 The district understands that the time limit on fund release shall be no more than 90 days from the

date of Apportionment.

 The District acknowledges that failure to submit a valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB

50-05) within the 90-day period will result in the project being rescinded without further Board

action. A rescinded application will revert back to an Unfunded Approval at the bottom of the

Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) and cannot be guaranteed bond authority. The application

will receive a new Unfunded Approval date of Tuesday, December 5, 2017.

 In the case that multiple rescissions are made by the SAB, each separate application will be placed

at the bottom of the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) in the order of the original unfunded

approval date. The district will not be required to resubmit the application and no further application

review will be required.

 The district acknowledges that by participating in the priority funding process, the district is waiving

its right to the 18-month timeline for fund release submittal
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SAB 09-06-17 

Page Two 

BACKGROUND (cont.) 

By approving this item, the Board will provide approximately $433.3 million in Apportionments for 131 

projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) that have submitted priority funding requests and are 

eligible for an Apportionment. Any requests by districts to participate in the priority funding process that are 

not converted to Apportionments shall retain their date order position on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 

Loans) unless the school district receives a second non-participation occurrence. Any project receiving a 

second non-participation occurrence will be rescinded without further Board action. 

This priority funding round generated $443.6 million in Apportionment requests from 70 school districts for 

135 out of 138 unique projects, which represent 98 percent of the projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 

55 Loans) that could have submitted requests. In this round, the Board is able to provide Apportionments for 

all $433.3 in Apportionment requests. The remaining $10.3 million in projects was unable to be apportioned 

at this time as updated approvals from the Division of the State Architect have not been obtained. The 

attachments provide detailed lists of the Apportionment requests received during this filing period that 

remain on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans). The applications receiving an Apportionment are 

highlighted in Attachments B, C, D, E, F, and G. 

STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS 

Current/Future Request Periods 

Requests submitted during the 30-day period that ended on June 8, 2017 will expire on  

December 31, 2017. A new 30-day priority funding request filing period will begin on November 8, 2017 and 

will end on December 7, 2017. Requests submitted during that period will be valid from January 1, 2018 

through June 30, 2018. 

Fund Release Requirements 

Districts receiving Apportionments are required to submit a valid Form SAB 50-05 containing an original 

signature for each approved application. Forms SAB 50-05 must be physically received by the OPSC at 707 

Third Street, West Sacramento, CA 95605 prior to the close of business on Tuesday, December 5, 2017. If 

a district fails to submit a valid Form SAB 50-05 within the allotted time frame, the project will be rescinded 

without further Board action and will receive a new unfunded approval date of Tuesday December 5, 2017 

on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans). 

Grant Agreement 

Pursuant to action taken by the Board at the June 5, 2017 meeting a Grant Agreement for the project with 

an original signature by an authorized District Representative must be submitted prior to, or concurrently 

with, the Form SAB 50-05 in order for the Form SAB 50-05 to be considered valid for all projects that are 

approved for placement on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) on or after June 5, 2017. Projects on 

the Unfunded List as of June 5, 2017 are exempt from this requirement. 

Non-Participation in Priority Funding Process 

On March 25, 2013, regulation amendments regarding non-participation in the priority funding process 

became effective. The regulation changes limit the number of times a district can choose not to participate in 

the priority funding process for a project on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans). Projects receiving an 

Apportionment in this item but do not submit a valid Form SAB 50-05 by close of business on Tuesday, 

December 5, 2017 will receive one non-participation occurrence. If this is the project’s second non-

participation occurrence, the project will be fully rescinded without further Board action and will not return to 

the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans). The bond authority associated with rescinded projects will return 

to the SFP.  
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Page Three 

STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS (cont.) 

Listing of Attachments 

Attachment A Authority 

Attachment B Unfunded Approvals Receiving Priority Funding Apportionments 

Attachment C Proposition 1A Unfunded Approvals as of August 23, 2017 

Attachment D Proposition 47 Unfunded Approvals as of August 23, 2017 

Attachment E Proposition 1D Unfunded Approvals as of August 23, 2017 

Attachment F Proposition 51 Unfunded Approvals as of August 23, 2017 

Attachment G All Unfunded Approvals as of August 23, 2017 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Approve Apportionments for the projects as shown on Attachment B in the amount of $433.3 million.

2. Declare that all applications receiving Apportionments are subject to the new construction grant

adjustment pursuant to EC Section 17072.11(b) and are not considered full and final until the Board has

made the adjustment.
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Attachment B
Unfunded Approvals Receiving Priority Funding Apportionments

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM
State Allocation Board Meeting, September 6, 2017

Rev.

PLUMAS PLUMAS UNIFIED 58/66969-00-001 Rehabilitation G 10/1/2016 1/25/2017 0.00 0.00 684,432.00 684,432.00 684,432.00 684,432.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Yes
PLUMAS PLUMAS UNIFIED 58/66969-00-001 Rehabilitation G 10/1/2016 4/24/2017 0.00 0.00 153.00 153.00 684,585.00 153.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES BEVERLY HILLS UNIFIED 51/64311-00-005 Facility Hardship G 6/27/2016 4/24/2017 0.00 0.00 6,547,668.00 6,547,668.00 7,232,253.00 0.00 0.00 6,547,668.00 0.00 Yes
HUMBOLDT SCOTIA UNION ELEMENTARY 58/63024-00-005 Rehabilitation G 7/26/2016 4/24/2017 357,012.00 0.00 797,874.00 1,154,886.00 8,387,139.00 0.00 0.00 1,154,886.00 0.00 Yes
SANTA BARBARA SANTA BARBARA UNIFIED 51/76786-00-001 Facility Hardship G 12/22/2016 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 6,353,166.00 6,353,166.00 14,740,305.00 0.00 0.00 6,353,166.00 0.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LANCASTER ELEMENTARY 58/64667-00-001 Rehabilitation G 1/11/2017 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 323,472.00 323,472.00 15,063,777.00 0.00 0.00 323,472.00 0.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 58/61796-00-008 Rehabilitation G 2/13/2017 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 5,341,020.00 5,341,020.00 20,404,797.00 0.00 0.00 5,341,020.00 0.00 Yes
ALAMEDA ALAMEDA CITY UNIFIED 51/61119-01-001 Facility Hardship G 2/15/2017 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 16,072,768.00 16,072,768.00 36,477,565.00 0.00 0.00 16,072,768.00 0.00 Yes
ALAMEDA SAN LORENZO UNIFIED 54/61309-00-002 Charter G 6/5/2007 4/24/2017 0.00 230,951.90 230,951.90 461,903.80 36,939,468.80 0.00 0.00 461,903.80 0.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-585 Modernization G 5/10/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 7,311,673.00 7,311,673.00 44,251,141.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 7,311,673.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-010 Modernization G 5/10/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 913,941.00 913,941.00 45,165,082.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 913,941.00 Yes
ORANGE PLACENTIA-YORBA LINDA UNIFIED 57/66647-00-033 Modernization G 5/10/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,758,421.00 1,758,421.00 46,923,503.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,758,421.00 Yes
ORANGE SANTA ANA UNIFIED 57/66670-00-052 Modernization G 5/11/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 3,220,891.00 3,220,891.00 50,144,394.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,220,891.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-137 Modernization G 5/15/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 4,488,621.00 4,488,621.00 54,633,015.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,488,621.00 Yes
KERN SIERRA SANDS UNIFIED 57/73742-00-008 Modernization G 5/15/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 5,042,273.00 5,042,273.00 59,675,288.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,042,273.00 Yes
ORANGE ANAHEIM CITY 57/66423-00-030 Modernization G 5/17/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 4,997,913.00 4,997,913.00 64,673,201.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,997,913.00 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-006 Modernization G 5/17/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,502,290.00 1,502,290.00 66,175,491.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,502,290.00 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 57/68676-00-034 Modernization G 5/21/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 700,708.00 700,708.00 66,876,199.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 700,708.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-010 Modernization G 5/25/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 259,210.00 259,210.00 67,135,409.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 259,210.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-37-006 Modernization G 5/29/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 372,000.00 372,000.00 67,507,409.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 372,000.00 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-003 Modernization G 5/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 716,504.00 716,504.00 68,223,913.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 716,504.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA PITTSBURG UNIFIED 57/61788-00-009 Modernization G 5/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 3,272,108.00 3,272,108.00 71,496,021.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,272,108.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO GROSSMONT UNION HIGH 57/68130-00-018 Modernization G 6/1/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,943,275.00 1,943,275.00 73,439,296.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,943,275.00 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 57/68676-00-035 Modernization G 6/4/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 136,160.00 136,160.00 73,575,456.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 136,160.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO CARLSBAD UNIFIED 57/73551-00-009 Modernization G 6/8/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,306,842.00 2,306,842.00 75,882,298.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,306,842.00 Yes
HUMBOLDT EUREKA CITY UNIFIED 57/75515-00-011 Modernization G 6/8/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 364,590.00 364,590.00 76,246,888.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 364,590.00 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-004 Modernization G 6/12/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,067,285.00 1,067,285.00 77,314,173.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,067,285.00 Yes
FRESNO WASHINGTON UNIFIED 57/76778-00-001 Modernization G 6/12/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 5,906,065.00 5,906,065.00 83,220,238.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,906,065.00 Yes
EL DORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 57/61903-00-007 Modernization G 6/14/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,349,545.00 1,349,545.00 84,569,783.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,349,545.00 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-003 Modernization G 6/14/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 138,911.00 138,911.00 84,708,694.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 138,911.00 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-004 Modernization G 6/14/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 615,885.00 615,885.00 85,324,579.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 615,885.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-009 Modernization G 6/14/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 861,779.00 861,779.00 86,186,358.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 861,779.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-026 Modernization G 6/18/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 670,985.00 670,985.00 86,857,343.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 670,985.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-586 Modernization G 6/20/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,872,505.00 1,872,505.00 88,729,848.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,872,505.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-587 Modernization G 6/20/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,451,872.00 1,451,872.00 90,181,720.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,451,872.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-588 Modernization G 6/20/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 835,808.00 835,808.00 91,017,528.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 835,808.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-17-012 Modernization G 6/20/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,457,897.00 1,457,897.00 92,475,425.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,457,897.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-32-022 Modernization G 6/20/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 4,990,641.00 4,990,641.00 97,466,066.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,990,641.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-005 Modernization G 6/20/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,708,281.00 2,708,281.00 100,174,347.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,708,281.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 Modernization G 6/21/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 3,550,501.00 3,550,501.00 103,724,848.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,550,501.00 Yes
GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED 57/75481-00-005 Modernization G 6/22/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,853,085.00 1,853,085.00 105,577,933.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,853,085.00 Yes
SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57/67447-00-058 Modernization G 6/27/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 454,883.00 454,883.00 106,032,816.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 454,883.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57/69427-00-033 Modernization G 6/27/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 4,219,003.00 4,219,003.00 110,251,819.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,219,003.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 Modernization G 6/29/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,256,120.00 2,256,120.00 112,507,939.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,256,120.00 Yes
SONOMA RINCON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/70896-00-008 Modernization G 7/2/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,478,771.00 1,478,771.00 113,986,710.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,478,771.00 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-007 Modernization G 7/3/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-010 Modernization G 7/5/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,131,010.00 2,131,010.00 116,117,720.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,131,010.00 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-009 Modernization G 7/5/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,393,431.00 1,393,431.00 117,511,151.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,393,431.00 Yes
BUTTE MANZANITA ELEMENTARY 57/61499-00-001 Modernization D 7/10/2012 6/5/2017 91,301.00 0.00 136,951.00 228,252.00 117,739,403.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 228,252.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-589 Modernization G 7/10/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,017,899.00 1,017,899.00 118,757,302.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,017,899.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-590 Modernization G 7/10/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,223,370.00 2,223,370.00 120,980,672.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,223,370.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-592 Modernization G 7/10/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,643,967.00 1,643,967.00 122,624,639.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,643,967.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-39-007 Modernization G 7/10/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,206,184.00 2,206,184.00 124,830,823.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,206,184.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-61-009 Modernization G 7/10/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 4,479,450.00 4,479,450.00 129,310,273.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,479,450.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-044 Modernization G 7/11/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,101,173.00 1,101,173.00 130,411,446.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,101,173.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-594 Modernization G 7/11/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 746,327.00 746,327.00 131,157,773.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 746,327.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-595 Modernization G 7/11/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,157,123.00 1,157,123.00 132,314,896.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,157,123.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-011 Modernization G 7/11/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,138,224.00 1,138,224.00 133,453,120.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,138,224.00 Yes
ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57/61259-00-070 Modernization G 7/20/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 261,354.00 261,354.00 133,714,474.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 261,354.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-045 Modernization G 7/23/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,071,166.00 2,071,166.00 135,785,640.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,071,166.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-139 Modernization G 7/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,720,850.00 1,720,850.00 137,506,490.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,720,850.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES BALDWIN PARK UNIFIED 57/64287-00-016 Modernization G 7/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 402,829.00 402,829.00 137,909,319.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 402,829.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 57/68338-00-229 Modernization G 7/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,237,882.00 2,237,882.00 140,147,201.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,237,882.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-005 Modernization G 8/1/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,452,253.00 1,452,253.00 141,599,454.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,452,253.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-027 Modernization G 8/7/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 421,128.00 421,128.00 142,020,582.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 421,128.00 Yes
ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57/66696-00-003 Modernization G 8/13/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,869,227.00 2,869,227.00 144,889,809.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,869,227.00 Yes
NAPA CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED 57/66241-00-003 Modernization G 8/16/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 442,693.00 442,693.00 145,332,502.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 442,693.00 Yes

Received 

Date
County School District

Application 

Number
Program Approval

Submitted 

Certification 

Letter

May 2017

SAB 

Unfunded 

Approval

Financial 

Hardship 

Apportionment

Loan State Share
Total 

Apportionment

Cumulative 

Amount
Prop. 1A Prop. 47 Prop. 1D Prop. 51

8475

ATTACHMENT C

693



Attachment B
Unfunded Approvals Receiving Priority Funding Apportionments

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM
State Allocation Board Meeting, September 6, 2017

Rev.

Received 

Date
County School District

Application 

Number
Program Approval

Submitted 

Certification 

Letter

May 2017

SAB 

Unfunded 

Approval

Financial 

Hardship 

Apportionment

Loan State Share
Total 

Apportionment

Cumulative 

Amount
Prop. 1A Prop. 47 Prop. 1D Prop. 51

BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 57/61424-00-004 Modernization G 8/17/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 3,439,355.00 3,439,355.00 148,771,857.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,439,355.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA MARTINEZ UNIFIED 57/61739-00-007 Modernization G 8/17/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,304,026.00 2,304,026.00 151,075,883.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,304,026.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-004 Modernization G 8/21/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 3,193,909.00 3,193,909.00 154,269,792.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,193,909.00 Yes
VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-029 Modernization G 8/28/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,993,640.00 2,993,640.00 157,263,432.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,993,640.00 Yes
GLENN LAKE ELEMENTARY 57/62596-00-001 Modernization G 9/11/2012 6/5/2017 308,808.00 0.00 644,216.00 953,024.00 158,216,456.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 953,024.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-140 Modernization G 9/19/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,961,579.00 1,961,579.00 160,178,035.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,961,579.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-141 Modernization G 9/19/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 5,531,483.00 5,531,483.00 165,709,518.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,531,483.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-597 Modernization G 9/19/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,032,271.00 1,032,271.00 166,741,789.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,032,271.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-598 Modernization G 9/19/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 550,676.00 550,676.00 167,292,465.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 550,676.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-599 Modernization G 9/19/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 437,796.00 437,796.00 167,730,261.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 437,796.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-38-022 Modernization G 9/19/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 4,360,668.00 4,360,668.00 172,090,929.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,360,668.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-006 Modernization G 9/19/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 658,522.00 658,522.00 172,749,451.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 658,522.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-031 Modernization G 9/19/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 786,282.00 786,282.00 173,535,733.80 0.00 12,382.00 0.00 773,900.00 Yes
ORANGE BREA-OLINDA UNIFIED 57/66449-00-012 Modernization G 9/25/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,411,697.00 1,411,697.00 174,947,430.80 0.00 19,680.00 0.00 1,392,017.00 Yes
TULARE STRATHMORE UNION ELEMENTARY 57/72157-00-003 Modernization G 10/3/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-019 Modernization G 10/3/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 586,806.00 586,806.00 175,534,236.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 586,806.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-020 Modernization G 10/3/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 911,821.00 911,821.00 176,446,057.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 911,821.00 Yes
SONOMA DUNHAM ELEMENTARY 57/70672-00-001 Modernization G 10/5/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-024 New Construction G 10/9/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 15,685,743.00 15,685,743.00 192,131,800.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 15,685,743.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-047 Modernization G 10/11/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 946,931.00 946,931.00 193,078,731.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 946,931.00 Yes
VENTURA VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10561-00-004 Modernization G 10/12/2012 6/5/2017 436,839.00 0.00 655,258.00 1,092,097.00 194,170,828.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,092,097.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-013 New Construction G 10/16/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 3,457,114.00 3,457,114.00 197,627,942.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,457,114.00 Yes
ORANGE CYPRESS ELEMENTARY 57/66480-00-004 Modernization G 10/16/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,955,840.00 1,955,840.00 199,583,782.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,955,840.00 Yes
SANTA BARBARA SOLVANG ELEMENTARY 57/69336-00-002 Modernization G 10/16/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 3,549,252.00 3,549,252.00 203,133,034.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,549,252.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-015 New Construction G 10/17/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 6,708,658.00 6,708,658.00 209,841,692.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 6,708,658.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-032 Modernization G 10/17/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 640,660.00 640,660.00 210,482,352.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 640,660.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-016 New Construction G 10/18/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,303,604.00 2,303,604.00 212,785,956.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,303,604.00 Yes
MENDOCINO MENDOCINO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10231-00-001 Modernization G 10/22/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 184,346.00 184,346.00 212,970,302.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 184,346.00 Yes
KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 50/63321-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 15,473,429.00 15,473,429.00 228,443,731.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 15,473,429.00 Yes
KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 50/63321-00-027 New Construction G 10/24/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 10,048,623.00 10,048,623.00 238,492,354.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 10,048,623.00 Yes
RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 50/75242-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 21,621,701.00 21,621,701.00 260,114,055.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 21,621,701.00 Yes
VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-030 Modernization G 10/24/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,872,262.00 1,872,262.00 261,986,317.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,872,262.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-025 New Construction G 10/25/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,018,414.00 1,018,414.00 263,004,731.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,018,414.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-026 New Construction G 10/25/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 546,654.00 546,654.00 263,551,385.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 546,654.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-017 New Construction G 10/26/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,312,050.00 2,312,050.00 265,863,435.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,312,050.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-018 New Construction G 10/26/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 6,217,866.00 6,217,866.00 272,081,301.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 6,217,866.00 Yes
RIVERSIDE TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED 50/75192-00-039 New Construction G 10/26/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,563,291.00 1,563,291.00 273,644,592.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,563,291.00 Yes
SONOMA WINDSOR UNIFIED 50/75358-00-014 New Construction G 10/26/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 141,044.00 141,044.00 273,785,636.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 141,044.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-033 Modernization G 10/26/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,012,214.00 2,012,214.00 275,797,850.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,012,214.00 Yes
SAN MATEO SEQUOIA UNION HIGH 50/69062-01-003 New Construction G 10/29/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,478,179.00 1,478,179.00 277,276,029.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,478,179.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 57/64444-00-009 Modernization G 10/29/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,127,431.00 2,127,431.00 279,403,460.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,127,431.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 57/64444-00-010 Modernization G 10/29/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 5,053,092.00 5,053,092.00 284,456,552.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,053,092.00 Yes
SAN MATEO BURLINGAME ELEMENTARY 57/68882-00-008 Modernization G 10/29/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,548,512.00 1,548,512.00 286,005,064.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,548,512.00 Yes
SAN BERNARDINO VICTOR VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/67934-00-021 New Construction G 10/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 3,242,878.00 3,242,878.00 289,247,942.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,242,878.00 Yes
SAN BERNARDINO VICTOR VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/67934-00-022 New Construction G 10/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 50/69641-00-001 New Construction G 10/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 4,166,578.00 4,166,578.00 293,414,520.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,166,578.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 50/69641-00-002 New Construction G 10/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,485,437.00 1,485,437.00 294,899,957.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,485,437.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-014 New Construction G 10/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 30,518,867.00 30,518,867.00 325,418,824.80 0.00 135,334.00 0.00 30,383,533.00 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-010 Modernization G 10/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 635,720.00 635,720.00 326,054,544.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 635,720.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 57/69641-00-029 Modernization G 10/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 635,554.00 635,554.00 326,690,098.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 635,554.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 57/69641-00-030 Modernization G 10/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 720,787.00 720,787.00 327,410,885.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 720,787.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 57/73791-00-005 Modernization G 10/30/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 2,986,827.00 2,986,827.00 330,397,712.80 0.00 23,403.00 0.00 2,963,424.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 50/61804-01-001 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 612,224.00 612,224.00 331,009,936.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 612,224.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/64352-02-001 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 16,505,991.00 16,505,991.00 347,515,927.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 16,505,991.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES PALOS VERDES PENINSULA UNIFIED 50/64865-00-006 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 999,139.00 999,139.00 348,515,066.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 999,139.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SOLANA BEACH ELEMENTARY 50/68387-00-002 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 11,562,358.00 11,562,358.00 360,077,424.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 11,562,358.00 Yes
ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 50/73643-00-019 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 5,930,954.00 5,930,954.00 366,008,378.80 0.00 33,006.00 0.00 5,897,948.00 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN LAMMERSVILLE JOINT UNIFIED 50/76760-00-006 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 10,815,703.00 10,815,703.00 376,824,081.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 10,815,703.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/61804-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 505,811.00 505,811.00 377,329,892.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 505,811.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/61804-00-022 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,588,327.00 1,588,327.00 378,918,219.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,588,327.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-006 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 7,210,103.00 7,210,103.00 386,128,322.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 7,210,103.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES PALOS VERDES PENINSULA UNIFIED 57/64865-00-025 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 1,856,645.00 1,856,645.00 387,984,967.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,856,645.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES WHITTIER UNION HIGH 57/65128-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 3,178,351.00 3,178,351.00 391,163,318.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,178,351.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA FRANKLIN-MCKINLEY ELEMENTARY 57/69450-00-009 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 511,489.00 511,489.00 391,674,807.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 511,489.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA GILROY UNIFIED 57/69484-00-008 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 725,354.00 725,354.00 392,400,161.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 725,354.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 393,067.00 393,067.00 392,793,228.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 393,067.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-022 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/5/2017 0.00 0.00 490,014.00 490,014.00 393,283,242.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 490,014.00 Yes9476
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Attachment B
Unfunded Approvals Receiving Priority Funding Apportionments

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM
State Allocation Board Meeting, September 6, 2017

Rev.

Received 

Date
County School District

Application 

Number
Program Approval

Submitted 

Certification 

Letter

May 2017

SAB 

Unfunded 

Approval

Financial 

Hardship 

Apportionment

Loan State Share
Total 

Apportionment

Cumulative 

Amount
Prop. 1A Prop. 47 Prop. 1D Prop. 51

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 54/64733-00-064 Charter G 9/28/2016 6/5/2017 0.00 5,763,689.00 5,763,689.00 11,527,378.00 404,810,620.80 0.00 0.00 11,527,378.00 0.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 54/64733-00-073 Charter G 3/3/2017 6/5/2017 0.00 6,528,225.60 21,992,859.60 28,521,085.20 433,331,706.00 0.00 8,332,284.00 20,188,801.20 0.00 Yes

1,193,960 12,522,867 419,614,880 433,331,706 684,585 8,556,089 67,971,063 356,119,969

* D = Design grant only Proposition 1A
S = Site grant only Proposition 47
J = Site and Design grant only Proposition 1D
G = Full funding grant Proposition 51
L = Closeout
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APPEARANCES: 

 
MEMBERS OF THE BOARD PRESENT: 
 
ERAINA ORTEGA, Chief Deputy Director, Policy, Department of  
 Finance, designated representative for Michael Cohen,       
 Director, Department of Finance  
 
JEFFREY McGUIRE, Chief Deputy Director, Department of General 
 Services, designated representative for Daniel Kim,  
 Director, Department of General Services 

 
CESAR DIAZ, Appointee of Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor of  
 the State of California 
 
JUAN MIRELES, Director, School Facilities and Transportation 
 Services Division, California Department of Education,     
 designated representative for Tom Torlakson, Superintendent 
 of Public Instruction 
 
SENATOR BENJAMIN ALLEN 
 
SENATOR JANET NGUYEN 
 
SENATOR RICHARD PAN 
 

ASSEMBLYMEMBER ADRIN NAZARIAN 
 
ASSEMBLYMEMBER ROCKY CHAVEZ 
 
ASSEMBLYMEMBER PATRICK O'DONNELL 
 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PRESENT: 
 
LISA SILVERMAN, Executive Officer 
 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES, OFFICE 
OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION (OPSC) PRESENT: 
 
LISA SILVERMAN, Executive Officer 

BARBARA KAMPMEINERT, Deputy Executive Officer 
 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES, 
  OFFICE OF LEGAL SERVICES PRESENT: 
 
JONETTE BANZON, Staff Counsel 
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P R O C E E D I N G S 
 

 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  All right.  Good afternoon, 

everyone.  I will call to order the September 6th meeting of 

the State Allocation Board.  Please call the roll. 

  MS. JONES:  Senator Allen. 

  Senator Nguyen. 

  Senator Pan. 

  Assemblymember Nazarian. 

  Assemblymember Chavez. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER CHAVEZ:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Assemblymember O'Donnell. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Juan Mireles. 

  MR. MIRELES:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Cesar Diaz. 

  MR. DIAZ:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Jeffrey McGuire. 

  MR. McGUIRE:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Eraina Ortega. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  And Senator Pan. 

  SENATOR PAN:  Here. 

  MS. JONES:  Thank you.  We have a quorum. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  We have a quorum.  Thank you 
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very much.  We just have one item today under the Consent 

Agenda.  Lisa. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  The consent items are ready for 

your approval and to take action on the bond sale. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Great.  Thank you.  Any 

public comment on the consent items?  All right.   

  SENATOR PAN:  Actually --  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yes.  Please, Senator. 

  SENATOR PAN:  I actually, unfortunately, was not 

briefed on exactly what's on the consent items, so -- 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Oh, okay.  Sure.  Sure.  

  SENATOR PAN:  -- I cannot give consent until I 

know what it is.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Absolutely.  We'll ask Lisa 

to give a summary of what the items are for. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Yeah.  We were activating the 

projects as a result of the bond sale and so there was 

$446 million in projects that submitted certifications and 

we combined that together with other projects that were part 

of the prior certifications and we're also bringing some 

consent items that result in project funding for several 

projects moving forward for Proposition 51.  And so those 

are the items that are a part of the Consent Agenda. 

  There is a slight modification to the item as a 

result of the activation of the cash for the bond sale.  
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There were a handful of projects that didn't have the 

Division of State Architect approvals in place.  So we're 

working with the districts so that way they can ensure 

accessing the cash. 

  They will have their ability to come back once 

they have the Division of State Architect approval in place. 

So with that, that's a slight modification that we made last 

night.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  And, Lisa, maybe since we 

have many new Board members since these projects were on the 

list, you could talk a little bit -- these are -- we are 

funding the projects that have been before the Board in the 

past for a reservation of funds, correct? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Right.  The Board took action on 

these projects on June 5th.  So it was just a matter of 

those folks coming in and submitting certifications during 

that filing round and then we were able to match up those 

projects for funding as a result of the bond sale. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  And so proceed -- the 

tradition of the Board has kind of been to have this consent 

only, kind of quick approval after the bond sale, but I do 

want to make clear that there has been a more thorough item 

before the Board previously on the projects.   

  I'll let Senator Pan finish and then we'll go to 

Mr. O'Donnell. 
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  SENATOR PAN:  No, I appreciate that.  One of the 

things that I'm hoping -- you know, obviously there's a lot 

of different projects here and we want to help expedite 

moving forward.  But I know I talked to staff before about 

on an ongoing basis doing at least, I would say sort of an 

aggregate profile of where the money is going. 

  So what I mean by that is obviously we have very 

specific projects, but like what percentage is going to 

which regions, to which districts, being sure so that we 

can -- and how that compares to, you know, the baseline.   

  I think that gives us a sense of, you know, being 

able to monitor aside from, you know, project by project, 

that if there's distribution, you know, all the money seems 

to be going to big districts and not the smaller -- that we 

can -- we're able to make note of that.  

  So while obviously we're looking at each -- people 

are reviewing each individual project and looking at each 

one, we also need to step back and look at the forest as 

well as the trees.  

  So I -- so I mean I think as we are doing these 

and obviously we have many projects, I think it's good to be 

able to have sort of a, you know, overview of, okay, now 

we've approved -- you know, I don't -- how many are in here? 

400 or something? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  There's about 442 million. 
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  SENATOR PAN:  Yeah.  Right.  So 442, so, you know, 

let's do an analysis of those 442 and how that fits -- you 

know, how that -- so we're going through these 

characteristics, you know, sort of like -- kind of like an 

overview, okay, 442 projects which represents what 

percentage went where, et cetera.   

  So I mean we have a list of very individual ones, 

but I think it's always helpful to be able to say, you know, 

over the past year, this is how we distributed the money in 

terms of different groups and so forth. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  And I apologize that we didn't 

have the opportunity to brief you, but we'll definitely 

consider that.  I apologize. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Yeah.  It seems like a 

reasonable thing for the staff to present within a future 

item.  So we'll work on that.  Mr. O'Donnell. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Just a quick question. 

Are these funded at the 2017 models? 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  No.  Some of the projects -- 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Help me understand 

why/why not -- I mean why they would be/why they wouldn't 

be.  Just educate me, please. 

  MS. SILVERMAN:  Well, the projects that were 

approved on June 5th were taking action on the projects that 

were -- had prior approval.  So those are the projects that 
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submitted prior to the regulation change.  So the 

applications for funding may have came in before the 

November 1st, 2012. 

  So once those applications were introduced and 

approved by the Board, even though we didn't have bond 

authority, they were approved at the project approvals at 

that point in time.  So they didn't factor in an adjustment. 

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Okay.  Thank you.   

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.  Any other questions or 

comments from the Board members?  Any public comment on this 

item?  All right.  Seeing none, is there a motion to approve 

the Consent Agenda? 

  MR. DIAZ:  So moved. 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Okay.   

  ASSEMBLYMEMBER O'DONNELL:  Second.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Moved by Mr. Diaz, seconded 

by Mr. O'Donnell.  All in favor of the Consent Agenda before 

us please say aye. 

 (Ayes) 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  And that passes.  And please 

note that -- I think Senator Nguyen and Assemblymember 

Nazarian joined the meeting, so they are aye votes on that 

as well.   

  MS. JONES:  So noted.  

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  And that is all that is to 
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come before us.  Any public comment on items not on the 

agenda?  Okay.  Seeing none, I'm going to give Senator Allen 

a few minutes to come and add on.  Okay.  Thanks, everyone. 

 (Off record) 

  CHAIRPERSON ORTEGA:  Thank you, Senator Allen, for 

an aye --  

 (Whereupon, at 4:09 p.m. the proceedings were  

adjourned.) 
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Year* # of Projects % of all Projects
Accumulated 

Total
2008 1 0.8% 0.8%
2009 1 0.8% 1.6%
2010 0 0.0% 1.6%
2011 3 2.3% 3.9%
2012 8 6.2% 10.1%
2013 15 11.6% 21.7%
2014 34 26.4% 48.1%
2015 38 29.5% 77.5%
2016 14 10.9% 88.4%

2017** 3 2.3% 90.7%
Subtotal: 117 90.7%

Not Complete 12 9.3%
129 100.0%

** Last project closed by DSA September 21, 2017. 

* Based on the closed date listed in the Division of the State Architect (DSA) Project 
Tracker. Projects typically commence 2-4 years prior to completion.

State Allocation Board
Unfunded List

Completion Data based on the "Closed Date" from the Division of the State 
Architect Project Tracker

(as of 9/17/2018)
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Santa Ana Unified School District 
Form SAB 189 

Page 1 of 8 
 

ATTACHMENT  
TO SCHOOL DISTRICT APPEAL REQUEST  

FORM SAB 189 
 
 
REASON FOR APPEAL 
 
The Santa Ana Unified School District (“Santa Ana Unified” or “District”) respectfully requests the 
State Allocation Board (“Board” or “SAB”) adjust the project apportionments awarded on Septem-
ber 6, 2017, to reflect the 2017 per-pupil grant amounts instead of the 2013 per-pupil grant 
amounts that were incorrectly applied. 
  
As demonstrated below, the statutory and regulatory provisions that apply here are unambiguous. 
They require the Board to adjust the District’s per-pupil grant amount to reflect changes to the 
construction cost index and inflation in the year of the apportionment, not the year in which the 
application is approved. The Board has interpreted the law to require adjustments to grants based 
on the year of apportionment (not the year of approval) each and every time new bonds have 
become available – except on September 6, 2017, when the Board made its first apportionment 
of new statewide bond funds under Proposition 51. This appeal provides an opportunity to apply 
the correct statutory adjustments to the project apportionment awarded to Santa Ana Unified, and 
to make that award consistent with long-standing Board precedents. 
  
BACKGROUND 
 
Santa Ana Unified is located in Orange County and has an enrollment of 54,505 pupils. The Dis-
trict submitted an application for modernization funding to the Office of Public School Construction 
(“OPSC”) on May 11, 2012, for the Kenneth E. Mitchell Child Development Center, OPSC Appli-
cation Number 57/66670-00052. 
 
The application was received by OPSC before November 1, 2012, and subsequently approved 
when there was no statewide bond authority to reserve funds for the project. In accordance with 
the regulations in effect at that time,1 and after review by OPSC, the Board approved the project 
and placed it on the Unfunded List (Lack of Bond Authority)2 at its meeting on December 12, 2012. 
Bond authority was not reserved for the project. 
 
Proposition 51 (2016) was approved by California voters on November 6, 2016, to provide $7 
billion in statewide bonding authority for K-12 school facility projects and $2 billion for community 
college facility projects. At its September 6, 2017, meeting, the Board voted to reserve (i.e., “ap-
portion”) $433.3 million of Proposition 51 funds to projects on the Unfunded List. The vast majority 
of these projects, including those of Santa Ana Unified, had waited nearly a half-decade to receive 
this funding.   
 
At the time of apportionment, when a reservation of funds is made, the Board is required to adjust 
the district’s per-pupil grant amount to reflect changes in the construction cost index. But when 
the Board voted to apportion funds for Santa Ana Unified’s project on September 6, 2017, it failed 

                                                
1.  See 2 Cal. Code Regs. § 1859.95. 
2.  See 2 Cal. Code Regs. § 1859.95 (“When the Board has no funds to apportion . . . the Board will 
also accept and process applications for apportionment for purposes of developing an Unfunded List 
based on the date the application is Ready for Apportionment…”); § 1859.2 (defining “Unfunded List” 
and “Ready for Apportionment”). 
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Santa Ana Unified School District 
Form SAB 189 

Page 2 of 8 
 

to make the statutorily required construction cost index adjustment. As a result, the District’s ap-
portionments were based on the per-pupil grants in 2012, the year the Board established the 
District’s unfunded approval.3 
 
DISTRICT POSITION 
 
When a school district’s application has been approved by the Board in the absence of available 
bond funds, the Education Code requires the Board to subsequently adjust that district’s per-pupil 
grant amount to reflect changes to the construction cost index and inflation in the year of the 
apportionment, not the year in which the application is approved.4 The Board’s past practices 
have consistently and reliably applied this statutory requirement to its unfunded list once new 
bond funds become available – except on September 6, 2017, when the board made its first 
apportionment of new statewide bond funds since 2012, but failed to adjust those grants pursuant 
to the Education Code. 
 
The District respectfully requests the Board adjust the District’s 2017 apportionment to reflect 
2017 per-pupil grant amounts, not 2012 per-pupil grant amounts, for the following reasons: 
 

I. Per-pupil grant amounts must be adjusted to reflect construction cost changes in the 
year of the apportionment, not the year of the application’s approval. . . . . . . . . . . . 

 
. .  3 

a. The Education Code requires grants to be adjusted for changes in the con-
struction cost index in the year of apportionment. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

 
. .  3 

b. The Board must apply 2017 grant amounts to Santa Ana Unified’s project in 
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A more detailed explanation of our position follows. 
  

                                                
3.  See Exhibit A, SAB Agenda (December 12, 2012), pp. 28 & 52. 
4.  See Education Code §§ 17072.10, subd. (b), and § 17074.10, subd. (b) (all further statutory refer-
ences are to the Education Code). 
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I. Per-pupil grant amounts must be adjusted to reflect construction cost changes in 

the year of the apportionment, not the year of the application’s approval. 
 

a. The Education Code requires grants to be adjusted for changes in the con-
struction cost index in the year of apportionment. 

 
The School Facilities Program grant process is comprised of several unique and distinguishable 
steps. The steps most important to note for purposes of this appeal include (1) the determination 
of the district’s grant eligibility, (2) the Board’s approval of the district’s application, and (3) the 
Board’s apportionment of those funds, also known as the reservation of funds.  
 
The Education Code expressly requires an adjustment of the grant amount, pursuant to changes 
in the construction cost index, to be made at the time of apportionment. 
 
Determination of grant eligibility.  A calculation of the district’s eligibility for new construction 
and modernization funding under the School Facility Program (completed using Form SAB 50-
01, 50-02, and/or 50-03) is made early in the application process. In general, a school district’s 
total funding eligibility is based on the formula established in the Education Code. For new con-
struction apportionments, the district’s per-unhoused-pupil grant amount (“grant amount”) is mul-
tiplied by the number of unhoused pupils in that district. For modernization apportionments, the 
number of pupils in buildings of a certain age is multiplied by the pupil grant amount. Once a 
district establishes its eligibility, a district can submit this form to apply for funds (see Form SAB 
50-04). 
 
Board approval of application.  The approval of applications occurs earlier in the School Facil-
ities Program process relative to the apportionment. Projects approved in the absence of bonding 
authority are placed on an “unfunded list” known as the “Unfunded List (Lack of Bond Authority).”5 
Projects approved when there is bond authority, but a lack of cash to make apportionments, are 
placed on a different unfunded list known as the “Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans).” In both 
cases, unfunded approvals are subject to a construction cost index adjustment in the year when 
bond authority becomes available and funds are reserved for the projects. 
 
Apportionment, or reservation of funds.  An apportionment is “a reservation of funds for the 
purpose of eligible new construction, modernization, or hardship approved by the board for an 
applicant school district,” according to the Education Code.6 The School Facility Program regula-
tions further underscore the Education Code’s definition of an apportionment as a “reservation of 
funds” by stating that an apportionment does not occur until after a priority funding request is 
made: “In order to be considered for an Apportionment . . . the district or charter school must 
provide a priority funding request in the form of a written statement . . . to convert the unfunded 
approval to an Apportionment.”7 
 
At the time of apportionment, the Board must apply an annual adjustment to that grant amount 
based on changes in the “statewide cost index for class B construction.”8 The annual adjustments 
to the per-pupil grant amount—better known as construction cost index, or “CCI,” adjustments—
is intended to protect the value of the approved grant over time. Thus, if an approved project goes 

                                                
5.  See footnote 2. 
6.  § 17070.15; see also §§ 17072.30, 17072.32, 17074.16. 
7.  2 Cal. Code Regs. § 1859.90.2, subd. (a) (emphasis added). 
8.  § 17072.10 (new construction) and § 17074.10 (modernization).  
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unfunded for several years due to unavailability of cash or bond funds, the ultimate apportionment 
is adjusted pursuant to that year’s CCI to preserve the grant’s value.  
 
The timing of the CCI adjustment is an original feature of the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities 
Act of 1998 (“Act”).9 For new construction projects, the Act states: 
 

The board annually shall adjust the per-unhoused-pupil apportionment to reflect 
construction cost changes, as set forth in the statewide cost index for class B con-
struction as determined by the board.10 

 
Likewise, for modernization projects, purchasing power protections are guaranteed by Education 
Code section 17074.10(b), which mirrors the intent and purpose of the new construction provi-
sions (above): 
 

The board shall annually adjust the factors set forth in subdivision (a) according to 
the adjustment for inflation set forth in the statewide cost index for class B con-
struction, as determined by the board.11 

 
Because the Education Code requires a CCI adjustment to occur in the year of apportionment, 
the Education Code’s definition of “apportionment” offers an explicit understanding of when the 
CCI adjustment must occur: upon fund reservation. By definition and regulation, an unfunded 
approval can never be considered an apportionment because an apportionment requires (1) grant 
approval, (2) a request by the district to participate in the Priority Funding Process; and (3) avail-
able cash to reserve the funds for that grant.  
 
In short, the Education Code requires that the Board must adjust grant amounts at the time of 
apportionment, or reservation of funds, not at the time of application approval.   
 

b. The Board must apply 2017 grant amounts to Santa Ana Unified’s project in 
order to comply with the strict requirements of the Education Code.  

 
During the Board meeting of September 6, 2017, the Board voted to apportion funds to 120 pro-
jects, including one project at Santa Ana Unified. Many of these projects were approved by the 
Board five years prior, in 2012 and 2013, but awaited the availability of statewide bond funds in 
order to receive an apportionment from the Board. At its September 6, 2017, meeting, OPSC staff 
stated that the project apportionments being made did not include an adjustment for the 2017 per-
pupil grant because, “even though we didn’t have bond authority, they were approved at the pro-
ject approvals [sic] at that point in time.”12 The inference was the unfunded approval provided by 
the Board over four years prior defined and set the apportionment amount. This assertion is not 
supported by the law. 
 
The unfunded approval of December 12, 2012, did not constitute an apportionment, as the Board 
did not approve a reservation of funds at that time. Not only was there no cash available to reserve 
the funds for that grant, but, as the OPSC made clear in its December 12, 2012, agenda item, 
“these applications were received prior to November 1, 2012 for which State bond authority [was] 

                                                
9.  See § 17071.10 et seq. (Ch. 407, Stats. 1998). 
10.  § 17072.10, subd. (b) (emphasis added). 
11.  § 17074.10, subd. (b) (emphasis added) (subdivision (a) relates to “the maximum total new con-
struction grant eligibility”). 
12.  See Exhibit B, SAB Transcript (September 6, 2017), p. 8. 
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insufficient to provide funds.”13 None of these projects were noted in the Status of Funds as having 
bond authority reserved.14 Ultimately, the reservation of funds was not made until September 6, 
2017, when the Board apportioned these projects and after the District requested to participate in 
the Priority Funding Process. Consistent with the Education Code, the Board is required to provide 
apportionments reflecting the per-pupil grants in effect at the time the reservation of funds is 
made – in this case, the 2017 grant amounts.    
 
The case for applying 2017 grant amounts is underscored by statements by the Board’s legal 
counsel (“Board Counsel”). In February 2012, Board Counsel responded to multiple Board mem-
bers’ concerns of whether the Board would be out of compliance with the law if it failed to adjust 
the CCI for projects that had been on the unfunded list for many years. Then, as is true today, 
Board Counsel stated, “[t]echnically you’re not out of legal compliance unless you make an ap-
portionment” in a subsequent year “and you don’t do the adjustment.”15 Heeding the Board Coun-
sel’s legal advice, the Board voted that day not to adjust the CCI, with the understanding that, 
“[a]s long as at the time of apportionment you give the amount that you are authorizing as a CCI, 
you’re fine.”16 
 
Contrary to the admonitions of Board Counsel, however, the Board failed to adjust per-pupil grant 
amounts in the year of apportionment at its meeting on September 6, 2017. Approval of this ap-
peal will bring the Board into legal compliance with the strict requirements of the Education Code. 
 

II. In every instance when a new statewide bond measure has passed, the Board’s past 
practice has consistently been to adjust apportionments for projects on the Un-
funded List (Lack of Bond Authority).  

Since the inception of the School Facility Program, the Board has consistently applied the CCI 
adjustment, upon apportionment, for projects (like Santa Ana Unified’s) that were placed on an 
unfunded list due to lack of bond authority. Once bond authority became available, the reservation 
of funds (“apportionment”) was made based on the CCI in effect at the time.17 While the law alone 
supports our request, the Board’s past practice has created a reasonable expectation that districts 
across the state have justifiably relied upon when developing their facility projects. 
 
The only exceptions to this general rule occurred during the Great Recession for projects placed 
on an unfunded list due to the lack of cash, i.e., the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans).18 In 
these limited number of recession-era cases, the Board’s decisions to not apply the CCI adjust-
ment for projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) were distinguishable from Santa 
Ana Unified’s project in two important ways. 
 
First, Santa Ana Unified’s project is on the unfunded list for lack of bond authority, not for lack of 
cash. Never, in the history of the School Facilities Program, has a project on the Unfunded List 
(Lack of Bond Authority) failed to receive a CCI adjustment in the year of apportionment – until 
September 2017. 
 
Second, the recession-era rationale motivating the Board’s decision to conservatively mete out 
statewide bonds for projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) no longer applies today. 

                                                
13.  See Exhibit A, SAB Agenda (December 12, 2012), p. 28. 
14.  See Exhibit C, SAB Agenda (December 12, 2012), p. 172. 
15.  Exhibit D, SAB Transcript (February 22, 2012), p. 120. 
16.  Exhibit D, SAB Transcript (February 22, 2012), p. 120. 
17.  See Exhibit E, SAB Agenda (February 22, 2012), p. 134. 
18.  See Exhibit E, SAB Agenda (February 22, 2012), p. 134 (last three table entries). 
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Six years ago, the Board was troubled by dwindling Proposition 1D (2006) bond funds. The Board 
sought to prolong the availability of bond funds to prevent Level III developer fees from being 
triggered and thereby slowing housing and commercial construction even further.19 This was an 
extraordinary time for the School Facilities Program – a fact readily acknowledged by OPSC staff. 
In their February 2012 board agenda item, OPSC staff wrote, “there has not been a precedent of 
instances such as the current unfunded approvals list, for which there is both a lack of cash and 
diminishing bond authority remaining with no anticipated influx of additional authority in the near 
future.”20 The Board’s recession-era rationale on CCI adjustments—which, as some board mem-
bers and OPSC staff at the time conceded, ran contrary to the plain text of the law21—is not 
applicable to the current status of the School Facilities Program. The passage of Proposition 51 
(2016) has created $9 billion in available funds and offers no “extralegal” rationale to not adjust 
grant amounts pursuant to the CCI in the year of apportionment. 
 
Notably, in spite of these broader economic concerns, the Board still attempted to apply CCI 
adjustments in the year of apportionment where possible. In 2010, for example, the Board did not 
give a CCI adjustment to projects on its Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) because “the 2010 
CCI was the first decrease in the history of the SFP.”22 Nevertheless, “when the CCI increased in 
2011, the Board elected to apply the 2011 grant amounts to all projects originally awarded 2010 
amounts.”23 Similarly, in February 2012, the Board did not provide a CCI adjustment to its un-
funded approvals because the Board resolved to adjust the apportionments when the requisite 
bond authority became available. Many Board Members, as well as Board Counsel, agreed that 
the CCI adjustment must occur subsequently, at the time of apportionment (see above, Section 
I(b)). 
 
Santa Ana Unified, like so many school districts across the state, has justifiably relied on the 
Board’s consistent past practice of applying a CCI adjustment, upon apportionment, to projects 
on the Unfunded List (Lack of Bond Authority) when bond authority becomes available. With the 
financial crisis behind us, and reservations of funds made in 2017 for our project, the Board’s 
precedential actions between 1999 and 2006 clearly apply here.  
 

III. Similarly situated projects should be treated equitably and fairly. 
 
This appeal offers the Board an opportunity to promote predictability and equity among the project 
applications it receives. The overwhelming majority of projects apportioned at the Board meeting 
of September 6, 2017, were received by OPSC in 2012. But these were not the only projects 
OPSC received that year. Indeed, OPSC received more projects in the subsequent two months 
of 2012, and hundreds more projects were received throughout the next year, in 2013.  
 
These later applications, which followed closely on the heels of Santa Ana Unified’s project, re-
ceived apportionments at the December 2017 Board meeting based on 2017 per-pupil grant 
amounts or are expected to receive approvals in 2018 and be apportioned based on the per-pupil 
grant in effect at that time of the approval. Compare this with Santa Ana Unified’s project, which 

                                                
19.  See Exhibit D, SAB Transcript (February 22, 2012), p. 111 (“Given where we are with bond au-
thority and the unique circumstance where we’re out of cash and bond authority with no expectation 
of more bond authority in the future, staff’s recommending . . . the Board take no action and don’t pro-
vide adjusts to the school facility grants for any project added to the unfunded list prior to January 
2012.”). 
20.  Exhibit E, SAB Agenda (February 22, 2012), p. 134. 
21.  See Exhibit D, SAB Transcript (February 22, 2012), pp. 111–12, 116, 119, 121, 124. 
22.  Exhibit E, SAB Agenda (February 22, 2012), p. 134. 
23.  Exhibit E, SAB Agenda (February 22, 2012), p. 134. 
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has been funded at the CCI levels in effect in 2012. This differing treatment, while flatly unfair to 
projects received earlier in the process, will result in a real-world disadvantage to Santa Ana Uni-
fied and the other applications apportioned on September 6, 2017. The fact that this project, re-
ceived by OPSC five years ago, will receive a different adjustment to its apportionment—reflecting 
2012 grant amounts, versus 2017 grant amounts—is inexplicable.  
 
The only distinction between a project received by OPSC in May 2012, versus a project received 
in December 2012, is the date of review and approval. This is a distinction without a difference 
because, in both cases, neither sets of projects received a reservation of funds (apportionment) 
until 2017, or later. As the law makes clear, the CCI adjustment must be made based on the year 
of apportionment, not the year of approval (see above, Section I(a)). And as a matter of policy, 
the Board should strive to mitigate the administrative arbitrariness and unfairness created by this 
distinction by following the plain text of the law and applying the CCI adjustment in the year of 
apportionment, rather than on a month-to-month basis, based on the date of an application’s 
receipt by OPSC. 
 
While the Board should strive to treat similarly situated projects in an equitable manner for rea-
sons of fairness, the failure to do so promotes an impression among the public that the School 
Facility Program is, at any time, subject to arbitrary changes, even when a project is already in 
the system. The issue of arbitrariness in applying the CCI has awaited resolution for many years. 
In February 2012, Board Member and Assembly Member, Joan Buchanan, urged the Board to 
clarify when it will apply CCI adjustments going forward: “I would suggest that we make sure we 
clarify that so we don’t end up where we are now where we’ve done one thing one time and 
another, another and we have that clarity and then it’s undone consistently in the future.”24 Even 
though several Board Members and OPSC staff acknowledged the statutory requirement to apply 
the adjustment in the year of apportionment, the Board did not provide clarity or set forth a con-
sistent policy, whether through regulation or in practice, on how to apply the law.25 
 
School districts plan their projects years in advance, often taking into account local and logical 
considerations that go far beyond the state matching grant, critical as it is. Unexpected changes, 
such as the inconsistent application of CCI adjustments, undermine the public’s faith in the Pro-
gram. A major role of the Board is to establish consistent and predictable practices that help 
school districts plan for their financial futures and facility needs. 
 
IV. Applying the 2017 grant amounts will greatly benefit the District, despite still being 

insufficient to meet the true costs of the projects. 
 
Providing the District with an apportionment based on the 2017 grant amounts will directly and 
tangibly benefit the education of students within the District. The reality is the District spent more 
on the project than it has received from the state, including the matching funds required. Santa 
Ana Unified spent a total of $21,407,366 on the project. When compared to the state grant re-
ceived, plus the District match required on the project, the District spent $16,039,214 more than 
it received and it was required to match. Applying the 2017 grant amount will not create an ex-
cessive or gratuitous benefit to the district, but it will help Santa Ana Unified pay for a minor but 
meaningful portion of the project’s true costs. 
 

V. The District’s signature and certification of Form SAB 50-05 does not preclude an ap-
peal to seek additional state funding. 

 

                                                
24.  See Exhibit D, SAB Transcript (February 22, 2012), p. 117. 
25.  See Exhibit D, SAB Transcript (February 22, 2012), pp. 111–12, 116, 119, 121, 124. 
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The Education Code requires, “[a]s a condition of receipt of funds, a school district shall certify 
that the grant amount, combined with local funds, shall be sufficient to complete the school con-
struction project for which the grant is intended.”26 This statutory requirement gives rise, in part, 
to the form, SAB 50-05, which all districts must sign as a condition of their fund release.  
 
This certification requirement—which pertains only to a district’s ability to complete the project 
given all available funds—is sometimes confused with the concept that a district is waiving any 
right to receive additional funding for the application in the future. Such a waiver does not exist in 
statute, regulation, or under SAB 50-05. The reason for this confusion is not a mystery, as the 
above certification requirement is located in the Education Code under a section entitled, “State’s 
full and final contribution.” The first sentence of Section 17070.63(a) speaks to the full and final 
contribution “under this chapter,” meaning the state cannot, under the Greene Act, provide more 
funding to a district than the Act permits by its own statutory authority: 
 

The total funding provided under this chapter shall constitute the state’s full and 
final contribution to the project and for eligibility for state facilities funding repre-
sented by the number of unhoused pupils for which the school district is receiving 
the state grant.27 

 
The “full and final contribution” sentence in Section 17070.63(a) does not, however, bear any 
relationship to the District’s certifications in the SAB 50-05. It is the second sentence of Section 
17070.63(a), relating to the sufficiency of the combined state and local funding, that informs the 
SAB 50-05: 
 

The grant amount provided by the State, combined with local matching funds or 
the Joint-Use Partner's financial contribution, are sufficient to complete the school 
construction project, unless the request is for a separate site and/or design appor-
tionment . . . .28 

 
The District’s certification of SAB 50-05 is not a waiver relating to the state’s “full and final contri-
bution” because the form pertains only to whether the combination of state and local funds will be 
“sufficient to complete the school construction project for which the grant is intended.”29 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The District requests the Board adjust the District’s 2017 apportionment to reflect 2017 per-pupil 
grant amounts, not 2013 per-pupil grant amounts. 

                                                
26.  § 17070.63, subd. (a); see also 2 Cal. Code Regs. § 1859.90 (“Fund Release Process”). 
27.  § 17070.63, subd. (a). 
28.  Form SAB 50-05, p. 3 (see District Representative’s certifications, third bullet). 
29.  § 17070.63, subd. (a). 
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 2 

 This case is about how school bonds are ultimately funded.  According to 

the plaintiffs, the Coalition for Adequate School Housing and a number of school districts 

(collectively the Coalition), the defendant, the State Allocation Board (the Board) is 

required by statute to apply an inflation adjustment at the time there are funds ready to 

disburse to an approved project.  The Board, the plaintiffs argue, has no authority to 

exercise discretion as to whether to apply an inflation adjustment.  The Board disagrees, 

contending that regulations give it that discretion. 

 The trial court made numerous findings after considering the Coalition’s 

petition for a writ of mandate (Code Civ. Proc., § 1085), which sought reversal of the 

Board’s decision.  The court found the Board did not have a duty to include inflation 

adjustments in the funds disbursed to an approved project.  It did, however, find the 

Board had abused its discretion by excluding inflation adjustments because it did not 

provide any reasoning for its decision, and granted the Coalition’s requested writ of 

mandate. 

 In the appeal, the Board seeks reversal of the trial court’s decision with 

respect to its purported abuse of discretion.  In the cross-appeal, the Coalition asks us to, 

among other things, conclude the Board had a ministerial duty to fund projects at the 

inflation-adjusted level and that one of the Board’s regulations was invalid.  Ultimately, 

we reject the arguments in the appeal and the cross-appeal almost in their entirety. 

 We find the court’s only error was the remedy it chose for the Board’s 

abuse of discretion.  Rather than directing the Board to reapportion funds in a specific 

way, the court should have sent the matter back to the Board to exercise its discretion in 

accordance with the law.  By directing the Board how to allocate the funds, the trial court 

impermissibly substituted its judgment for the Board’s judgment.  Accordingly, we 

affirm in part, reverse in part, and remand, vacating the writ issued by the trial court. 
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I 

FACTS 

Background 

 Before we delve into the factual basis for this lawsuit, we must spend some 

time reviewing, in general, what happens once a school bond is approved by the voters.  

Unfortunately, nobody has yet written a catchy song – perhaps “I’m Just a Bond”
1
 – 

explaining this process, which is set forth the Education Code and implementing 

regulations.
2
  Despite the lack of rhyming lyrics and an entertaining tune, we shall do our 

best to summarize this rather complex and obscure process as concisely as possible. 

 We begin with the Legislature’s adoption of the Leroy F. Green School 

Facilities Act of 1998 (Sen. Bill No. 50 (1997-1998 Reg. Sess.); Stats. 1998, ch. 407, § 4) 

(the Act).  The Act’s purpose was to provide adequate education facilities to, among 

other things, accommodate the increasing number of students and decrease class sizes.  

(§ 17070.10 et seq.)  The Act, therefore, “governs the allocation of state funds for school 

facilities construction.”  (California Charter Schools Assn. v. Los Angeles Unified School 

Dist. (2015) 60 Cal.4th 1221, 1230.) 

 The Act also established the State School Facilities Fund to pay for 

construction projects.  (Sanchez v. State of California (2009) 179 Cal.App.4th 467, 473.)  

The money set aside for such projects are sometimes referred to as the School Facility 

Program, or SFP.  (Ibid.; see § 17070.40, subd. (a)(1); Cal. Code Regs. tit. 2, § 1859.2.)
3
  

Funds become available through the issuance of state bonds as approved by the voters.  

 
1
 With apologies to Schoolhouse Rock!  (See “I’m Just a Bill,” music & lyrics by Dave 

Frishberg. Vocals by Jack Sheldon. ABC Television, 1976.) 

 
2
 Subsequent statutory references are to the Education Code unless otherwise indicated. 

 
3
 Subsequent references to Title 2 of the California Code of Regulations shall be cited as 

“Regulation” followed by the section number in the text, and “2 C.C.R.,” followed by the 

section number in citations. 
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(See, e.g., Godinez v. Schwarzenegger (2005) 132 Cal.App.4th 73, 78; §§ 101110, 

101112.)  The SFP provides funds to school projects that are ready to commence 

construction.  Funding is provided in the form of per-pupil grants, with supplemental 

grants available when the applying district is eligible for them.  (§§ 17072.10, 17074.10.) 

 The Board oversees this process along with the Office of Public School 

Construction (the Office), which acts as staff for the Board.  (§ 17070.30; Gov. Code, 

§§ 14620, 15490-15492; 2 C.C.R., § 1859.2.)
4
  To facilitate its role, the Board 

promulgates regulations pursuant to authority granted under the Act.  (§ 17070.35; 2 

C.C.R., §§ 1859-1859.199.) 

 The Board consists of 10 members, including six members of the 

Legislature, the Superintendent of Public Instruction, one member appointed by the 

governor, and the directors (or designees) of the Department of General Services and the 

Department of Finance, the latter acting as the Board’s chairperson.  The Board’s role in 

this process is to determine each school district’s eligibility to receive bond funds, and 

therefore, districts submit proposed projects to the Board for approval.  (§§ 17070.35, 

subd. (a)(3)-(4), 17072.20, 17073.10.)  We need not discuss the project approval process 

here, but suffice to say that it is a complex one, which requires detailed information from 

the school district. 

 From the pool of approved projects, it is also the Board’s responsibility to 

apportion the available funds between eligible districts.  (§ 17070.35, subd. (a)(4); 

Sanchez v. State of California (2009) 179 Cal.App.4th 467, 473.)  Once funds are 

apportioned, they are reserved “for the purpose of eligible new construction, 

 
4
 “The Board was a preexisting state governmental body, established by Government 

Code section 15490. The Board’s function under the local agency allocation law is to 

make allocations or apportionments of state or federal funds for public works projects in 

specified situations.”  (Godinez v. Schwarzenegger, supra, 132 Cal.App.4th at p. 78, fn. 

3.) 
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modernization, or hardship approved by the board for an applicant school district.”  

(§ 17070.15, subd. (a).) 

 Since the Act was adopted in 1998, California voters have approved bond 

measures for school funding multiple times, in November 1998,
5
 November 2002, March 

2004, November 2006, and November 2016.  Bonds generally include funding for new 

construction, modernization, overcrowding relief, and other needs relevant to the Act’s 

purpose.  (See, e.g., § 17070.15, subd. (a).) 

 As we noted above, funds are primarily available in the form of per-pupil 

grants.  In 1998, for example, maximum grants ranged from $5,200 to $7,200 per pupil 

for new construction.  (§ 17072.10, subd. (a).)  Under the Act, the Board must account for 

inflation by using the statewide cost index for class B construction, also known as the 

construction cost index, or CCI.  (§§ 17072.10, subd. (b), 17074.10, subd. (b), 2 C.C.R., 

§§ 1859.2, 1859.71.)  Annual inflation adjustments from 2013 to 2017 ranged from 1.74 

to 4.27 percent. 

 Because funding under the Act is based on bond measures approved by the 

voters, it is unsurprising that the funds available often fall short of the amounts requested 

by school districts.  From 1998 to 2012, pursuant to Regulation 1859.95, when no funds 

were available to apportion, the Board had the authority to approve projects and place 

them on one of two unfunded lists (the Unfunded List).
6
  (2 C.C.R., § 1859.2.) 

 When a project was placed on the Unfunded List, the district was notified 

that an unfunded approval did not guarantee a future apportionment.  Essentially, such 

projects were placed in a holding status.  Should they receive funding, Unfunded List 

projects “may receive” CCI adjustments for inflation.  (2 C.C.R., § 1859.107.) 

 
5
 This bond measure was placed on the ballot by the Legislature as part of the Act. 

 
6
 Understanding the difference between the two lists is not critical for our purposes. 

ATTACHMENT D

719



 6 

 By 2012, the Board had decided to stop using the Unfunded List and 

replaced it with a list called the Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority List (the 

Applications Received List).  (2 C.C.R., § 1859.95.1.)  Accordingly, the procedures that 

are the subject of the instant case are now deprecated. 

 Over the years, the Board considered the issue of how projects on the 

Unfunded List should be apportioned if funds became available.  Should they be funded 

at the per-pupil grant levels existing at the time the project was approved and placed on 

the Unfunded List?  Or should they be funded at the levels that would be appropriate in 

the future, when an initiative was passed?  In 2012, the Board considered the issue, but 

did not take action and therefore did not approve the award of inflation adjustments on 

projects on the Unfunded List. 

 The case before us involves projects submitted or approved before October 

31, 2012, when the Board stopped using the Unfunded List and switched to the 

Applications Received List.  Around that same time, the SFP ran out of funds that had 

been authorized in 2006. 

 In a January 2013 meeting, the Board again decided not to approve 

adjustments for projects placed on the Unfunded List before 2013.  Therefore, the final 

version of the Unfunded List included grant levels based on the date the projects were 

initially approved and placed on the list.  The Unfunded List included hundreds of 

projects, approved for anywhere from a few hundred dollars to millions. 

 In November 2016, the voters approved Proposition 51, which authorized 

the state to issue additional bonds. 

 Following the approval of Proposition 51, Office staff prepared a report for 

the Board with an overview of the project lists, including the Unfunded List and the 

Applications Received List.  The Board reviewed these at a January 2017 meeting. 

 As of June 2017, the Board again assessed the situation.  Given the passage 

of Proposition 51, the Board had the authorization but did not yet have the cash to 
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apportion funds for projects.  Importantly, for our purposes, the projects were approved at 

the same amount that they were first approved for when they were placed on the 

Unfunded List. 

 At this point, school districts with projects on the Unfunded List that 

wanted to receive apportionments to complete their projects went through a “priority 

funding process” outlined in the Board’s regulations.  (2 C.C.R., § 1859.90.2.)  Almost 

all of the districts with projects on the Unfunded List requested apportionments.  The 

Board scheduled those projects for apportionments at its September 6, 2017 meeting.  By 

that date, a bond sale had taken place.  Office staff prepared a consent agenda of $446 

million in projects that had completed the priority funding process.  The projects that 

were approved prior to November 1, 2012 were approved at the funding levels reflecting 

the date of their approval, in other words, without inflation adjustments.  The 

apportionments were approved by the Board. 

 Thereafter, some school districts objected to their apportionments based on 

the per-pupil grant amount without the CCI increase factored in.  The Board’s chair 

denied the requests. 

 A 2018 memo prepared by the Office, which ran hundreds of pages with 

attachments (exhibit 38), comprehensively reviewed the history of this issue.  According 

to the memo, between 1999 and 2012, “[t]he per-pupil grant levels used when 

apportioning [Unfunded List] projects varied depending on the circumstances 

surrounding the unfunded list at that point in time.”  Such circumstances might include, 

for example, anticipated construction costs. 

 

The Instant Lawsuits 

 Subsequently, a number of school districts and the Coalition filed lawsuits 

relating to the Board’s action.  The districts each had one or more projects on the 

Unfunded List.  The cases were eventually consolidated into a single action via 
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stipulation.  The case filed by the Coalition, Cypress School District, and Savanna School 

District was designated the lead case, and the parties to the remaining cases were bound 

by the outcome in the lead case.  The Coalition’s action included a writ petition pursuant 

to Code of Civil Procedure section 1085 and complaint for declaratory relief.  The 

Coalition argued in its writ petition that the Board “had the mandatory and ministerial 

duty” to apportion funds to the projects on the Unfunded list with construction cost index 

adjustments through 2017.  In its claim for declaratory relief, the writ alleged the Board 

had “arbitrarily and capriciously” apportioned the funds at the 2012 per-pupil amounts 

rather than at 2017 levels. 

 The parties briefed the writ petition first.  Essentially, the petition argued 

that “sections 17072.10(b) and 17074.10(b) make mandatory the application of the 

approved [construction cost index] adjustments”
 7

 for Unfunded List projects.  It also 

contended the Board misinterpreted Regulation 1859.107, which states:  “A funding 

application . . . that has received an approval . . . but has not received an apportionment, 

may receive an adjustment . . . at the time the apportionment is made.”  The Coalition 

argued this regulation violated the relevant provisions of the Education Code, rendering 

the apportionments illegal and invalid.  The lack of inflation adjustments resulted, 

according to plaintiffs, in some $9.4 million less in funding. 

 As the Board points out, the trial court did not appear to rely on these 

arguments at the hearing on the petition, but instead focused on an argument that had 

gone essentially unbriefed, whether the apportionments constituted an abuse of 

 
7
 Sections 17072.10, subdivision (b) and 17074.10, subdivision (b) address, respectively, 

new school construction grants and modernization grants.  Subdivision (b) of each 

section includes the same language regarding construction cost index adjustments:  “The 

board annually shall adjust the per-unhoused-pupil apportionment to reflect construction 

cost changes, as set forth in the statewide cost index for class B construction as 

determined by the board.” 

ATTACHMENT D

722



 9 

discretion.  After the hearing, the court issued a statement of decision granting the 

Coalition’s writ petition. 

 The trial court determined that the Board did not have a duty to include CCI 

adjustments for projects that had been placed on the Unfunded List, as the statutes did not 

state otherwise.  “Neither section 17072.10 nor section 17074.10 addresses 

apportionments made after a project has been placed on an Unfunded List.  To the 

contrary, those sections require the [Board] to adjust annually the per-pupil grant 

amounts set forth in subsection (a) of each statute.  Neither section contains any further 

directive about how those adjusted amounts are to be used under particular circumstances 

or, more specifically, when the [Board] makes apportionments for projects that have 

previously been placed on an Unfunded List.  As a result, neither section 17072.10 nor 

section 17074.10 created a ministerial duty for the [Board] to have included the 

intervening construction costs index adjustments in the 2017 apportionments for the 

Petitioner Districts’ projects.” 

 Plaintiffs had also argued that Regulation 1859.107 was invalid.  As noted 

above, that regulation states:  “A funding application, with the exception of funding 

applications identified in Subsection (a) below, that has received an approval pursuant to 

Section 1859.95, but has not received an apportionment, may receive an adjustment as 

allowed under Sections 1859. 71, 1859.71.2(c), 1859. 78.4(b) or 1859. 78 at the time the 

apportionment is made.”  The trial court rejected plaintiffs’ argument, finding that the 

regulation is consistent with the Act and reasonably necessary to effectuate its purpose.  

It also found the plain language of the regulation confers discretion on the Board to 

decide whether intervening CCI adjustments are included in apportionments for 

Unfunded List projects. 

 The court did conclude, however, that the Board had abused its discretion 

by not including CCI adjustments in plaintiffs’ projects.  It noted that plaintiffs had 

“presented evidence that for other applications the [Board] has included intervening 
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construction costs index adjustments in later apportionments and evidence that the 

[Board] has, at least sometimes, required such adjustments to be included in later 

apportionments.” 

 Further, the Board had not offered any explanation or reasoning regarding 

CCI adjustments for the subject apportionments.  Had it done so, plaintiffs’ “showing 

might not suffice to demonstrate an abuse of discretion, particularly applying the required 

‘extremely deferential test.’  [Citation.]  [The Board], however, made no showing 

regarding their exercise of discretion to exclude the intervening adjustments from the 

2017 apportionments.  Indeed, [the Board]’s position at the hearing was that they need 

not do so because the court cannot review the [Board]’s discretionary acts.  As discussed 

above, the court does not agree.  Because [the Board] elected to stand on the argument 

that the [Board]’s discretionary decision to omit the adjustments from the 2017 

apportionments is unreviewable, the court has no basis on which to conclude that the 

[Board] ‘adequately considered all relevant factors, and . . . demonstrated a rational 

connection between those factors, the choice made, and the purpose of the enabling 

statute,’ [citation], or to conclude that the decision had evidentiary support.”  

Accordingly, the trial court granted the petition.  As far as we can tell, no action was 

taken on the cause of action for declaratory relief. 

 The court ultimately entered a judgment vacating the September 2017 

apportionments made to plaintiffs.  The court directed the Board to make new 

apportionments using the 2017 and 2018 per-pupil grant levels. 
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II 

DISCUSSION 

 Rather than approach the appeal and cross-appeal entirely separately, as we 

typically would, in the interest of brevity, we address issues in the order in which they 

arise logically. 

 

Procedural Arguments 

 Before we reach the crux of the issues, the Board and the Coalition each 

raise a number of procedural arguments regarding waiver, invited error, and “theory of 

the case.”  We find that none of these points are well taken.  As to waiver of various 

contentions (argued by both sides), we find that to the extent reasonably possible, all 

pertinent issues were raised in the trial court.  Even if we were to find otherwise, “we 

have discretion to consider an issue not properly raised in the trial court, if it presents a 

pure question of law on undisputed factual evidence regarding . . . a matter affecting the 

public interest or the due administration of justice.” (Vikco Ins. Services, Inc. v. Ohio 

Indemnity Co. (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 55, 66-67; see Dietz v. Meisenheimer & Herron 

(2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 771, 800.)  This is such a case, and we do not find that a decision 

on the merits would result in fundamental unfairness to any party. 

 Plaintiffs also argue the Board is estopped from making various arguments 

based on the “theory of the case” doctrine and invited error.
8
  As to theory of the case, we 

find the doctrine simply does not apply, as the Board has not changed positions or 

adopted a new theory on appeal.  Nor does invited error apply here.  The doctrine of 

invited error “prevent[s] a party from misleading the trial court and then profiting 

 
8
 Moreover, we find plaintiffs make far too much over the document (exhibit 38; see 

2018 report referenced ante) that they now contend the Board should be estopped from 

arguing.  The Board does not rely on this document to justify its 2017 decision, but to 

explain the history of the issue. 
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therefrom in the appellate court.”  (Norgart v. Upjohn Co. (1999) 21 Cal.4th 383, 403.)  

We do not find that the Board has misled the court in any manner.  Finally, because this 

case presents a matter of public interest, it would be a disservice to resolve it based on 

any grounds except the merits. 

 

Statutory Framework and Standard of Review 

 “A writ of mandate lies under Code of Civil Procedure section 1085 ‘“to 

compel the performance of a legal duty imposed on a government official”’ or ‘a public 

body.’  [Citations.]  ‘To obtain relief under Code of Civil Procedure section 1085, “‘the 

petitioner must show there is no other plain, speedy, and adequate remedy; the 

respondent has a clear, present, and ministerial duty to act in a particular way; and the 

petitioner has a clear, present and beneficial right to performance of that duty.  [Citation.]  

A ministerial duty is one that is required to be performed in a prescribed manner under 

the mandate of legal authority without the exercise of discretion or judgment.’”’”  (Public 

Employment Relations Bd. v. Bellflower Unified School Dist. (2018) 29 Cal.App.5th 927, 

939.) 

 “‘In reviewing a judgment granting or denying a writ of mandate petition, 

“‘we apply the substantial evidence standard of review to the court’s factual findings 

. . . .’”’  [Citation.]  Factual findings are examined for substantial evidence and any 

conflicts in the evidence are resolved in favor of the prevailing party.  [Citation.]  

However, ‘[o]n questions of law, including statutory interpretation, the appellate court 

applies a de novo review and makes its own independent determination.’”  (Public 

Employment Relations Bd. v. Bellflower Unified School Dist., supra, 29 Cal.App.5th at 

p. 939.) 
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Sections 17072.10 and 17074.10 

 As noted above, sections 17072.10, subdivision (b), and 17074.10, 

subdivision (b), address inflation increases for per-pupil grants for new construction and 

modernization respectively.  But a little context may be helpful.  Section 17072.10, 

subdivision (a), for example, begins as follows:  “(a) The board shall determine 

the maximum total new construction grant eligibility of an applicant by multiplying the 

number of unhoused pupils calculated pursuant to Article 3 (commencing with Section 

17071.75) in each school district with an approved application for new construction, by 

the per-unhoused-pupil grant as follows:  [¶]  (1) Five thousand two hundred dollars 

($5,200) for elementary school pupils.  [¶]  (2) Five thousand five hundred dollars 

($5,500) for middle school pupils.  [¶]  (3) Seven thousand two hundred dollars ($7,200) 

for high school pupils.” 

 The next subdivision is the one at issue here, which addresses inflation 

adjustments:  “(b) The board annually shall adjust the per-unhoused-pupil apportionment 

to reflect construction cost changes, as set forth in the statewide cost index for class B 

construction as determined by the board.”  (§ 17072.10, subd. b.) 

 The rest of the statute addresses exceptions – adjustments pursuant to 

regulation for exceptional needs and supplemental grants.  (§ 17072.10, subds. (c), (d), 

(e).) 

 Section 17074.10 is substantially similar.  Subdivision (b) of section 

17074.10 states:  “The board shall annually adjust the factors set forth in subdivision (a) 

according to the adjustment for inflation set forth in the statewide cost index for class B 

construction, as determined by the board.”  Section 17074.10 includes different 

maximum grant amounts for modernization and somewhat different language in the 

subdivisions following (b).  But both statutes are similar in providing grant amounts and 

mandating the construction cost updates. 
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 The question before us is the interpretation of subdivision (b) of each 

statute.  For purposes of this case, more specifically, does subdivision (b) create a 

“ministerial duty” that the Board must perform and carry out, or a discretionary function, 

in the context of an application that was approved when no money was available to 

apportion? 

 “In essence, ‘[m]andamus lies to compel the performance of a clear, 

present, and ministerial duty where the petitioner has a beneficial right to performance of 

that duty.’  [Citation.] ‘A duty is ministerial when it is the doing of a thing unqualifiedly 

required.’”  (Galzinski v. Somers (2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 1164, 1170.) 

 To determine whether the respective subdivision (b) provisions create a 

ministerial duty, we must begin with the statute’s intent.  (AIDS Healthcare Foundation 

v. Los Angeles County Dept. of Public Health (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 693, 701.)  We do 

so using the typical rules of statutory interpretation.  “‘We begin by examining the 

statutory language, giving the words their usual and ordinary meaning.’  [Citation.]  If the 

terms of the statute are unambiguous, we presume the lawmakers meant what they said, 

and the plain meaning of the language governs.”  (Estate of Griswold (2001) 25 Cal.4th 

904, 910-911.) 

 The plain language of subdivision (b) of both statutes states that the Board 

shall annually adjust the per-pupil grant amounts for inflation “set forth in the statewide 

cost index for class B construction as determined by the board.”  (§§ 17072.10, subd. (b), 

17074.10, subd. (b).)  Plaintiffs argue, therefore, that the Board had a ministerial duty to 

apply the same inflation factor to apportionments made long after the placement of a 

project on the Unfunded List.  We cannot agree.  Neither statute contemplates the 

existence of long-term unfunded projects, much less addresses how the Board must fund 

them. 

 Plaintiffs contend that such reasoning is backwards – that if the Legislature 

had intended an “exception” to the inflation adjustments, it would have included such 
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language in the statute.  Again, we disagree.  Subdivision (b) of sections 17072.10 and 

17074.10 simply do not contemplate the situation in which the Board found itself.  While 

other statutes in the Act address available funding (see, e.g., §§ 17074.15, 17074.16), it 

does not appear that any of them contemplated the multiple year-long delays between 

approval and apportionment.  That delay, of course, was caused by the lack of available 

bond authority and funds. 

 Further, we agree with the Board that subdivision (b) of sections 17072.10 

and 17074.10 cannot be read without reference to subdivision (a) of each section.  Those 

sections do not establish grant amounts, but maximum grant amounts on a per-pupil basis, 

while subdivision (b) provides for inflation adjustments.  The Board, then, adopts 

regulations, determines eligibility, and apportions funds.  (§ 17070.35.)  Reading the 

inflation adjustment provisions as relevant here as “ministerial” while the Board has 

broad discretion over the awards themselves makes little sense.  Plaintiffs do not argue 

with the fundamental procedure the Board used here, including approving projects during 

periods without funds or the use of an Unfunded List.  If the Board truly had no 

discretion over this process, such procedures, which were only permitted under the 

Board’s regulations, must also surely fall by the wayside. 

 Indeed, one might begin to wonder, if the apportionment procedure was 

purely ministerial, why the Board is needed at all.  Surely employees of, say, the Office, 

with their expertise, could process and approve applications.  We disagree this is what the 

Legislature intended.  Plaintiffs’ argument that the Board’s exercise of discretion could 

lead to “arbitrary and anomalous results” is true of any exercise of discretion by any 

agency, which is why judicial review exists. 

 In sum, we find no error in the court’s interpretation of subdivision (b) of 

sections 17072.10 and 17074.10.  Those provisions simply do not apply to the factual 

circumstances present in this case. 
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Validity of Regulation 1859.107 

 Plaintiffs also contend Regulation 1859.107 is invalid.  That regulation 

states, in relevant part:  “A funding application . . . that has received an approval . . . but 

has not received an apportionment, may receive an adjustment as allowed under 

[Regulations] 1859.71 . . . or 1859.78 at the time the apportionment is made.”  (2 C.C.R., 

§ 1859.107, italics added.)  Regulation 1859.71 addresses new construction grants, and 

Regulation 1859.78 addresses modernization grants, the types of grants at issue here.  

Those regulations state that the per-pupil grant amounts “will be adjusted annually,” 

essentially restating subdivision (b) of sections 17072.10 and 17074.10.  To put it another 

way, Regulation 1859.107 states that an approved but as-yet unfunded application “may” 

receive an inflation adjustment at the time it is funded.  It is the “may” that plaintiffs take 

issue with. 

 Regulations promulgated by agencies are presumed valid.  (Association of 

California Ins. Companies v. Jones (2017) 2 Cal.5th 376, 389-390.)  To be valid, a 

regulation must meet two requirements:  First, it must be within the power delegated by 

the Legislature.  Second, it must be reasonably necessary to implement the statute.  (Id. at 

p. 397; see Gov. Code, § 11342.2.)  Even under the least deferential standard of review, 

we find the regulation valid.  (See Jones, at pp. 389-390.) 

 Section 17070.35, subdivision (a)(1), directed the Board to “[a]dopt rules 

and regulations . . . for the administration of [the Act].”  Similar language has been 

construed as a “broad” legislative delegation to promulgate a regulatory scheme.  

(Association of California Ins. Companies v. Jones, supra, 2 Cal.5th at pp. 391-392.)  We 

find the Legislature granted the power to the Board to adopt regulations such as 

Regulation 1859.107.  Because we have already explained that we disagree with 

plaintiffs’ contentions regarding sections 17072.10 and 17074.10, we need not discuss 

their argument that this regulation conflicts with the statutes.  It does not. 
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 As to whether the regulation was reasonable necessary to implement the 

Act, we find it was.  The regulation has a rational basis and is fundamentally reasonable.  

The Act’s language does not provide instruction to the Board as to the handling of 

applications during periods without available funds or bond authority.  Regulations such 

as this one permitted the creation of the Unfunded List, which kept the process moving 

during such periods, until 2012, when the Board adopted a different procedure.  Thus, we 

conclude the regulation was reasonably necessary and had a reasonable and rational 

basis. 

 To the extent plaintiffs contend Regulation 1859.107, if valid, was 

misinterpreted by the Board, we disagree.  The plain language of the statute addresses 

applications that are approved but not yet apportioned, which directly implicates projects 

on the Unfunded List.  We reject any attempts to use extrinsic evidence to alter the 

meaning of the regulation’s plain language. 

 

Abuse of Discretion and Remedy 

 The trial court concluded that the Board had abused its discretion by 

omitting the inflation adjustments because its decision was arbitrary, capricious, and 

lacked evidentiary support.  “[M]andate will not lie to control a public agency’s 

discretion, that is to say, force the exercise of discretion in a particular manner.  

However, it will lie to correct abuses of discretion.”  (County of Los Angeles v. City of 

Los Angeles (2013) 214 Cal.App.4th 643, 654.)  “In determining whether a public agency 

has abused its discretion, the court may not substitute its judgment for that of the agency, 

and if reasonable minds may disagree as to the wisdom of the agency’s action, its 

determination must be upheld.  [Citation.]  A court must ask whether the public agency’s 

action was arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support, or whether the 

agency failed to follow the procedure and give the notices the law requires.”  (Ibid.) 
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 The trial court found that plaintiffs “have presented evidence that for other 

applications the [Board] has included intervening construction costs index adjustments in 

later apportionments and evidence that the [Board] has, at least sometimes, required such 

adjustments to be included in later apportionments.”  The Board, however, had not cited 

to any evidence or offered any explanation for its decision regarding the relevant 

apportionments.  Because of this lack of evidence, the court had no basis from which to 

conclude that the Board considered all relevant factors and that the choices it made had 

evidentiary support, which constituted an abuse of discretion. 

 The Board relies on the set of documents known as exhibit 38, at page 496.  

Exhibit 38 is a compendium of documents compiled in 2018 which set forth the Board’s 

past deliberations and decisions on the issue of inflation adjustments for Unfunded List 

projects.  The Board claims this document is sufficient to explain its decision for the 

projects at issue here.  But this did not answer the trial court’s concerns.  Plaintiffs had 

presented evidence that in some cases, inflation adjustments had been included in later 

apportionments, but there was no explanation as to why they were not in the 

apportionments at issue.  A compendium of 500 pages, without citations to relevant 

discussions or decisions, is not a substitute for evidence about particular decisions.  

Accordingly, under the substantial evidence standard, we find the court could reasonably 

have concluded the Board abused its discretion. 

 The place where we must part company with the trial court, however, is the 

court’s decision to remedy the abuse of discretion by ordering the Board to apply the 

inflation adjustments to the plaintiffs’ applications without further review.  Doing so 

violated the first rule of judicial review of agency decision-making – substituting the 

court’s own judgment for that of the agency.  (County of Los Angeles v. City of Los 

Angeles, supra, 214 Cal.App.4th at p. 654.)  “Traditional mandamus may be used to 

compel an agency to exercise its discretion but not to control it, i.e., to force the exercise 
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of discretion in a particular manner or to reach a particular result.”  (Carrancho v. 

California Air Resources Board (2003) 111 Cal.App.4th 1255, 1268-1269.) 

 The Board’s error here, as articulated by the trial court, was its failure to 

specify the basis for its decisions regarding the inflation adjustments in plaintiffs’ 

apportionments.  This is the type of failure that can and should be remedied by the Board 

itself, rather than the court deciding how to allocate the funds.  The court had the inherent 

power, given the facts of this case, to remand to the Board prior to entering a final 

judgment.  (Voices of the Wetlands v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2011) 52 

Cal.4th 499, 527.)  Given that it was still possible for the Board to hold a hearing and 

remedy the problem the court identified, allowing the Board to exercise its discretion 

properly is far preferable to the court’s decisionmaking on a matter specifically delegated 

by the Legislature to the Board.  We therefore conclude that the matter should have been 

returned to the Board to exercise its discretion in accordance with the relevant statutes 

and regulations. 

 Finally, we note that this was not a decision reached easily or lightly.  

There are few matters more important to the long-term well-being of the state than public 

education.  There are no villains here – none of the parties to this dispute are acting in 

bad faith or against the public interest.  The Board’s job is to fund as many qualified 

projects as possible from a finite pot of money.  The school districts’ job is to build and 

modernize their facilities in service of their mission to educate children.  All parties here 

are victims of what could most charitably be called a “flawed” school construction and 

modernization funding system which inevitably leads to zero-sum decisionmaking.  That 

system is both unfortunate and unfair, and perhaps it is time for the people of this state to 

reconsider it. 
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III 

DISPOSITION 

 On the appeal, the court’s judgment issuing the peremptory writ is reversed 

and the writ is vacated for the reasons stated above.  On remand, the matter shall return to 

the Board for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.  On the cross-appeal, the 

court’s ruling is affirmed.  In the interests of justice, each side will bear its own costs on 

appeal. 

 

 

 

 MOORE, J. 

 

WE CONCUR: 

 

 

 

O’LEARY, P. J. 

 

 

 

GOETHALS, J. 
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FOURTH APPELLATE DISTRICT 

 

DIVISION THREE 

 

COALITION FOR ADEQUATE SCHOOL 

HOUSING et al., 

 

      Plaintiffs and Appellants, 

 

 v. 

 

STATE ALLOCATION BOARD et al., 

 

      Defendants and Appellants. 

 

 

 

         G058987 

 

         (Super. Ct. No. 30-2018-01029962) 

 

          ORDER MODIFYING OPINION 

          AND DENYING PETITION FOR 

          REHEARING; NO CHANGE IN 

          JUDGMENT 

 

 It is ordered that the opinion filed herein on May 31, 2022, be modified as 

follows:   

 On page 19, after first full paragraph, a new paragraph is added between the 

two full paragraphs that begin on that page.  The new paragraph reads as follows: 

 “It is not our place, as it was not the trial court’s, to instruct the Board how 

to exercise its discretion.  The Board could decide it cannot justify its earlier 

apportionments and make changes accordingly.  It could justify the reasons for the earlier 

apportionments through a written decision.  Or it could do something else, as long as the 

Board’s decision and its reasoning comply with relevant law.” 

  

Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Three
Kevin J. Lane, Clerk/Executive Officer

Electronically FILED on 6/22/2022 by Nettie De La Cruz, Deputy ClerkATTACHMENT E
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 This modification does not change the judgment.  The petition for rehearing 

is DENIED. 

 

 

 

    MOORE, J. 

 

 

WE CONCUR: 

 

 

 

O’LEARY, P. J. 

 

 

 

GOETHALS, J. 
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MJ() Df~~~ OF-~&4t~OF ~L-(~ '1~,.) 
Pursuant to the judgment of this court, the State Allocation Board (Board) is commanded 

" 
2 to: 

3 1. Reconsider the Board's decision regarding the potential application of the 

4 Construction Cost Index to the apportionments for the school districts and projects shown on 

5 Exhibit A, which were on the Unfunded List and later approved for apportionment, for the 

6 intervening years from the dates the projects were placed on the Unfunded List and the dates the 

7 projects were apportioned, and exercise its discretion in accordance with the relevant statutes and 

8 regulations; and 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

2. Specify the basis for the Board's decision regarding the potential application of the 

Construction Cost index to the apportionments for the school districts and projects shown on 

Exhibit A, which were on the Unfunded List and later approved for apportionment, for the 

intervening years from the dates the projects were placed on the Unfunded List and the dates the 

projects were apportioned. 

3. The Board shall file a return on the writ not later than August 31, 2023, indicating 
a.t P 3upM 

compliance with the writ or appear before this Court on 0~ S- , 2023, to show 

cause as to why it has not complied. 

Dated: _S/_:i._~_._P-_~ __ HONORABLE MELISSA R. MCCORMICK 

~ 
Judgq' of the Superior Court 

JUDGE MELISSA R. McCORMtCK 
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PHILIP J. HENDERSON 
GLENN N. GOULD 
CAROLYN M. AGUILAR 
Attorneys for Petitioners VAL VERDE UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT and SANTA ANA UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 

3 

[~] Writ of Mandate on Remand (30-2018-01029962) 

1 APPROVED AS TO FORM 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DATED: March 21, 2023 

DATED: March 22, 2023 

DATED: March 22, 2023 

ROB BONTA 
Attorney General of California 
ANTHONY R. HAKL 

By: 
Su

:�
D

F
ey General 

JERfl.Y T. E 
Deputy Attorney General 
Attorneys for Respondents STATE ALLOCATION 
BOARD, and OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION 

TAO ROSSINA
.

, PC 

By:� 
MARTIN A. HOM 
Attorneys for Petitioners COALITION FOR 
ADEQUATE SCHOOL HOUSING; SAVANNA 
SCHOOL DISTRICT; CYPRESS SCHOOL 
DISTRICT; CENTRAL UNIFED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT; and BAKERSFIELD CITY SCHOOL 
DISTRICT 

ORBACH HUFF + HENDERSON LLP 

By: &:�c:;:::J 
PHILIP J. HENDERSON 
GLENN N. GOULD 
CAROLYN M. AGUILAR 
Attorneys for Petitioners VAL VERDE UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT and SANTA ANA UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 

3 
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ATTACHMENT F

741



EXHIBIT A TO PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE ON REMAND, CASE 
NUMBERS: 

30-2018-01029962 
30-2018-01037085 
30-2019-01048039 
30-2019-01061638 
30-2019-01061780 

County School District Application Number 

RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 

ORANGE 
PLACENTIA-YORBA LINDA 
UNIFIED 

ORANGE SANTA ANA UNIFIED 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

KERN SIERRA SANDS UNIFIED 

ORANGE ANAHEIM CITY 

FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 

SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 

MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY1 

CONTRA COST PITTSBURG UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO GROSSMONT UNION HIGH 

SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO CARLSBAD UNIFIED 

HUMBOLDT EUREKA CITY 

MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENT ARY2 

ELDORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO 
CAJON VALLEY UNION 
ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 

1 Larkspur Elementary joined CASH in March 2019 
2 Larkspur Elementary joined CASH in March 2019 

EXHIBIT A, Page I of 5 

56/75242-00-001 

57 /64733-00-585 

57/64733-16-010 

57 /6664 7-00-03 3 

57 /66670-00-052 

57 /62166-00-137 

57 /73742-00-008 

57 /66423-00-030 

57 /73965-00-006 

57 /68676-00-034 

57 /68361-00-010 

57 /64733-37-006 

57 /653 67-00-003 

57 /61788-00-009 

57/68130-00-018 

57 /68676-00-035 

57 /73551-00-009 

57/75515-00-011 

57/65367-00-004 

57/61903-00-007 

57 /67991-00-009 

57 /75713-00-026 

Apportionment 
Date 

April 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

EXHIBIT A TO PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE ON REMAND, CASE 

NUMBERS: 

30-2018-01029962 

30-2018-01037085 

30-2019-01048039 

30-2019-01061638 

30-2019-01061780 

County School District Application Number 

RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 

ORANGE 
PLACENTIA-YORBA LINDA 
UNIFIED 

ORANGE SANTA ANA UNIFIED 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

KERN SIERRA SANDS UNIFIED 

ORANGE ANAHEIM CITY 

FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 

SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 

MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 1 

CONTRA COST PITTSBURG UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO GROSSMONT UNION HIGH 

SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO CARLSBAD UNIFIED 

HUMBOLDT EUREKA CITY 

MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY2 

EL DORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO 
CAJON VALLEY UNION 
ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 

1 Larkspur Elementary joined CASH in March 2019 
2 Larkspur Elementary joined CASH in March 2019 

EXHIBIT A, Page I of 5 

56/75242-00-001 

57/64733-00-5 85 

57/64733-16-010 

57/66647-00-033 

57/66670-00-052 

57/62166-00-137 

57/73742-00-008 

57/66423-00-030 

57/73965-00-006 

57/68676-00-034 

57/68361-00-010 

57/64733-37-006 

57/65367-00-003 

57/61788-00-009 

57/68130-00-018 

57/68676-00-035 

57/73551-00-009 

57/75515-00-011 

57/65367-00-004 

57/61903-00-007 

57/67991-00-009 

57/75713-00-026 

Apportionment 
Date 

April 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 
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County School District Application Number Apportionment 
Date 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-586 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-587 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-588 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-32-012 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-17-012 September 6, 201 7 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-41-005 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 September 6, 2017 

GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED3 57 /7 5481-00-005 September 6, 2017 

SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57/67447-00-058 September 6, 2017 

SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57/69427-00-033 September 6, 2017 

SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 September 6, 2017 

SONOMA 
RINCON VALLEY UNION 

57 /70896-00-008 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

SAN DIEGO 
CAJON VALLEY UNION 

57/67991-00-010 September 6, 2017 ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-589 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-00-590 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-00-592 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-39-007 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-61-009 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COST WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-044 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-594 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-00-595 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-16-011 September 6, 2017 

ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57/61259-00-070 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COST WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57 /61796-00-045 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57 /62166-00-139 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES BALDWIN PARK UNIFIED 57/64287-00-016 September 6, 2017 

SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 57 /68338-00-229 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 

57 /64352-00-005 September 6, 2017 
HIGH 

3 Orland Joint Unified joined CASH in February 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 2 of 5 

County School District Application Number 
Apportionment 
Date 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-586 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-587 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-588 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-32-012 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-17-012 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-005 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 September 6, 2017 

GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED3 57/75481-00-005 September 6, 2017 

SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57/67447-00-058 September 6, 2017 

SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57/69427-00-033 September 6, 2017 

SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 September 6, 2017 

SONOMA 
RINCON VALLEY UNION 

57/70896-00-008 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

SAN DIEGO 
CAJON VALLEY UNION 

57/67991-00-010 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-589 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-590 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64 733-00-592 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-39-007 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-61-009 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COST WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-044 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-594 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-595 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-011 September 6, 2017 

ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57/61259-00-070 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COST WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-045 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-139 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES BALDWIN PARK UNIFIED 57/64287-00-016 September 6, 2017 

SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 57/68338-00-229 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 

57/64352-00-005 September 6, 2017 
HIGH 

3 Orland Joint Unified joined CASH in February 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 2 of 5 
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County School District Application Number 
Apportionment 
Date 

LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-027 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57 /66696-00-003 September 6, 20 l 7 

NAPA CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED 57 /66241-00-003 September 6, 2017 

BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 57 /61424-00-004 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COST A MARTINEZ UNIFIED 57 /61739-00-007 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 

57 /64352-00-004 September 6, 2017 
HIGH 

VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57 /72603-00-029 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57 /62166-00-140 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57 /62166-00-141 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-597 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-00-598 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-599 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-38-022 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-41-006 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57 /66597-00-03 l September 6, 2017 

fRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-024 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-047 September 6, 2017 

VENTURA 
VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE OF 

57/10561-00-004 September 6, 2017 
EDUCATION 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-013 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE CYPRESS ELEMENTARY 57 /66480-00-004 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-015 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57 /66597-00-032 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-016 September 6, 2017 

MENDOCINO 
MENDOCINO COUNTY OFFICE 

57/10231-00-001 September 6, 2017 
OF EDUCATION 

KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY 
50/63321-00-026 September 6, 2017 

ELEMENTARY 

KERN 
BAKERSFIELD CITY 

50/63321-00-027 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 50/75242-00-026 September 6, 2017 

VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57 /72603-00-030 September 6, 2017 

EXHIBIT A, Page 3 of 5 

County School District Application Number 
Apportionment 
Date 

LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-027 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57/66696-00-003 September 6, 2017 

NAPA CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED 57/66241-00-003 September 6, 2017 

[BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 57/61424-00-004 September 6, 2017 

(:ONTRA COST A MARTINEZ UNIFIED 57/61739-00-007 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 57/64352-00-004 September 6, 2017 HIGH 
VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-029 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-140 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-141 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-597 September 6, 2017 

!LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-598 September 6, 2017 

[LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-599 September 6, 2017 

[LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-38-022 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-006 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-031 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-024 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-047 September 6, 2017 

VENTURA VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE OF 57/ 1 0561 -00-004 September 6, 2017 EDUCATION 
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-013 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE CYPRESS ELEMENTARY 57/66480-00-004 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-015 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-032 September 6, 2017 

!ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-016 September 6, 2017 

!MENDOCINO MENDOCINO COUNTY OFFICE 57/10231-00-001 September 6, 2017 
OF EDUCATION 

KERN 
BAKERSFIELD CITY 50/63321-00-026 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

!KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY 50/63321-00-027 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 5017 5242-00-026 September 6, 2017 

VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-030 September 6, 2017 

EXHIBIT A, Page 3 of 5 
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County School District Application Number 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

RIVERSIDE TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED 

SONOMA WINDSOR UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

SAN MATEO SEQUOIA UNION HIGH 

LOS ANGELES CUL VER CITY UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES CUL VER CITY UNIFIED 

SAN MATEO BURLINGAME ELEMENTARY4 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO AL TO UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

tLOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 
HIGH 

LOS ANGELES 
PALOS VERDES PENINSULA 
UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SOLANA BEACH ELEMENTARY 

ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 

SAN JOAQUIN LAMMERSVILLE JOINT UNIFIED 

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 
HIGH 

LOS ANGELES 
PALOS VERDES PENINSULA 
UNIFIED 

4 Burlingame Elementary reinstated its CASH membership in January 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 4 of 5 

50/62166-00-025 

50/62166-00-026 

50/66597-00-017 

50/66597-00-018 

50/75192-00-039 

50/75358-00-014 

57/66597-00-033 

50/69062-01-003 

57 /64444-00-009 

5 7 I 64444-00-0 l 0 

57 /68882-00-008 

50/69641-00-001 

50/69641-00-002 

50/73791-00-014 

57 /69641-00-029 

57 /69641-00-030 

57 /73791-00-005 

50/61804-01-001 

50/64352-02-001 

50/64865-00-006 

50/68387-00-002 

50/73643-00-019 

5 0/7 6 7 60-00-006 

57 /61804-00-021 

57 /61804-00-022 

57 /64352-00-006 

57 /64865-00-025 

Apportionment 
Date 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 20 I 7 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

County School District Application Number 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

RIVERSIDE TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED 

SONOMA WINDSOR UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

SAN MATEO SEQUOIA UNION HIGH 

LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 

SAN MATEO BURLINGAME ELEMENTARY4 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 
HIGH 

LOS ANGELES PALOS VERDES PENINSULA 
UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SOLANA BEACH ELEMENTARY 

ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 

SAN JOAQUIN LAMMERSVILLE JOINT UNIFIED 

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 
HIGH 

LOS ANGELES PALOS VERDES PENINSULA 
UNIFIED 

4 Burlingame Elementary reinstated its CASH membership in January 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 4 of 5 

50/62166-00-025 

50/62166-00-026 

50/66597-00-017 

50/66597-00-018 

50/75192-00-039 

50/75358-00-0l 4 

57/66597-00-033 

50/69062-01-003 

57/64444-00-009 

57/64444-00-010 

57/68882-00-008 

50/69641-00-001 

50/69641-00-002 

50/73791-00-014 

57/69641-00-029 

57/69641-00-030 

57/73791-00-005 

50/61804-01-001 

50/64352-02-001 

50/64865-00-006 

50/68387-00-002 

50/73643-00-019 

50/76760-00-006 

57/61804-00-021 

57/61804-00-022 

57/64352-00-006 

57/64865-00-025 

Apportionment 
Date 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 
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County School District Application Number 

LOS ANGELES WHITTIER UNION HIGH 57/65128-00-021 

SANTA CLARA 
FRANKLIN-MCKINNEY 

57 /69450-00-009 
ELEMENTARY5 

SANTA CLARA GILROY UNIFIED 57 /69484-00-008 

FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57 /73965-00-007 

MONTEREY 
MONTEREY COUNTY OFFICE 

57 /10272-00-001 
OF EDUCATION 

RIVERSIDE CORONA NORCO UNIFIED 50/67033-00-036 

s Franklin-McKinney Elementary was a CASH member from October 2018 through November 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 5 of 5 

Apportionment 
Date 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

March 21, 2018 

March 21, 2018 

March 21, 2018 

' 

County School District Application Number 

LOS ANGELES WHITTIER UNION HIGH 57/65128-00-021 

SANTA CLARA 
FRANKLIN-MCKINNEY 

57/69450-00-009 
ELEMENTARY5 

SANTA CLARA GILROY UNIFIED 57/69484-00-008 

FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-007 

MONTEREY 
MONTEREY COUNTY OFFICE 

57/ I 0272-00-00 I 
OF EDUCATION 

RIVERSIDE CORONA NORCO UNIFIED 50/67033-00-036 

s Franklin-McKinney Elementary was a CASH member from October 2018 through November 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 5 of 5 

Apportionment 
Date 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

March 21, 2018 

March 21, 2018 

March 21, 2018 
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Electronically Received by Superior Court of California, County of Orange, 03/22/2023 11 :47:00 AM. 
30-2018-01 9962-CU-WM-CJC - ROA# 445 - DAVID H. YAMASAKI, Clerk of the Court By S. Juarez, Deputy Clerk. 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

FILED 
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 
CENTRAL JUSTICE CENTER 

MAR 2 3 2023 
DAVID H. YAMASAKI, Clerk of the Court 

BY:. ______ ,DEPUTY 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 

13 COALITION FOR ADEQUATE SCHOOL Lead Case No. 30-2018-01029962 

14 

15 

16 

HOUSING, et al., 

v. 

Petitioners and Plaintiffs, 
Consolidated Cases: 

30-2018-01037085 
30-2019-01048039 
30-2019-01061638 
30-2019-01061780 

17 ST A TE ALLOCATION BOARD, et al., 
[ Assigned for all purposes to Hon. Melissa R. 

18 

19 

20 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
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1 

2 

2. A peremptory writ of mandate shall issue as follows: 

a. That the decision regarding apportionments made by Respondent State 

3 Allocation Board for the school district projects shown on Exhibit A, which were on the Unfunded 

4 List and later approved for apportionment, shall return to the State Allocation Board to reconsider 

5 its decision regarding the potential application of the Construction Cost Index adjustments to the 

6 apportionments; 

7 b. That the State Allocation Board shall, in accordance with the relevant 

8 statutes and regulations, specify the basis for its decisions regarding the potential application of the 

9 statewide cost index for class B construction for the school districts and projects shown on Exhibit 

10 A; and 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

C. The State Allocation Board shall file a return on the writ not later than 

August 31, 2023, indicating compliance with the writ. 

2' . SEE" ?>Ji.?/2:? ~T Off" Mt\lJCftTE 6lJ ~ftND. 

Dated: 
3/2'3/23 HONORABLE MELISSA R. MCCORMICK 

Judge f the Superior Court 

JUDGE MELISSA R. McCORMICK 

20 APPROVED AS TO FORM 
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25 

26 

27 

28 

DATED: March 21, 2023 ROB BONTA 
Attorney General of California 
ANTHONY R. HAKL 
Su~g Deputy A:~mey General 

By: . r 
JE YT. YTN 
Deputy Attorney General 
Attorneys for Respondents ST A TE ALLOCATION 
BOARD, and OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION 
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2 DATED: March 22, 2023 
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DA TED: March 22, 2023 

TAO ROSSIN , PC 

(_/ 
By: _____ ...lo'---=-:::.;~;:o____,._,;____ ___ _ 

TERR T. TAO 
JOSEPH M. ROSSINI 
MARTIN A. HOM 
Attorneys for Petitioners COALITION FOR 
ADEQUATE SCHOOL HOUSING; SAVANNA 
SCHOOL DISTRICT; CYPRESS SCHOOL 
DISTRICT; CENTRAL UNIFED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT; and BAKERSFIELD CITY SCHOOL 
DISTRICT 

ORBACH HUFF + HENDERSON LLP 

By: ,6:;;;:,~::~::;,.✓ 
PHILIP J. HENDERSON 
GLENN N. GOULD 
CAROLYN M. AGUILAR 
Attorneys for Petitioners VAL VERDE UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT and SANTA ANA UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 
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TERR T. TAO 
JOSEPH M. ROSSINI 
MARTIN A. HOM 
Attorneys for Petitioners COALITION FOR 
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EXHIBIT A TO JUDGMENT ON REMAND ISSUING PEREMPTORY WRIT OF 
MANDATE, CASE NUMBERS: 

30-2018-01029962 
30-2018-01037085 
30-2019-01048039 
30-2019-01061638 
30-2019-01061780 

County School District Application Number 

RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 

ORANGE 
PLACENTIA-YORBA LINDA 
UNIFIED 

ORANGE SANTA ANA UNIFIED 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

KERN SIERRA SANDS UNIFIED 

ORANGE ANAHEIM CITY 

FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 

SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 

MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY1 

CONTRA COST PITTSBURG UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO GROSSMONT UNION HIGH 

SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO CARLSBAD UNIFIED 

HUMBOLDT EUREKA CITY 

MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENT ARY2 

ELDORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO 
CAJON VALLEY UNION 
ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 

1 Larkspur Elementary joined CASH in March 2019 
2 Larkspur Elementary joined CASH in March 2019 

EXHIBIT A, Page 1 of 5 

56/75242-00-001 

57/64733-00-585 

57/64733-16-010 

57/66647-00-033 

57 /66670-00-052 

57 /62166-00-137 

57 /73742-00-008 

57 /66423-00-030 

57 /73965-00-006 

57 /68676-00-034 

57/68361-00-010 

57 /64733-37-006 

57/65367-00-003 

57 /61788-00-009 

57/68130-00-018 

57 /68676-00-035 

57/73551-00-009 

57/75515-00-011 

57 /65367-00-004 

57 /61903-00-007 

57 /67991-00-009 

57 /75713-00-026 

Apportionment 
Date 

April2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 
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MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY2 

EL DORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO 
CAJON VALLEY UNION 
ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 

1 Larkspur Elementary joined CASH in March 2019 
2 Larkspur Elementary joined CASH in March 2019 

EXHIBIT A, Page 1 of 5 
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57/68676-00-035 

57/73551-00-009 
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Apportionment 
Date 

April2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 
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September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 
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County School District Application Number Apportionment 
Date 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-00-586 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-00-587 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-00-588 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-32-012 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-17-012 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-41-005 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 September 6, 2017 

GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED3 5 7 /7 5481-00-00 5 September 6, 2017 

SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57 /67447-00-058 September 6, 2017 

SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57 /69427-00-033 September 6, 2017 

SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 September 6, 2017 

SONOMA 
RINCON VALLEY UNION 

57 /70896-00-008 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

SAN DIEGO 
CAJON VALLEY UNION 

57/67991-00-010 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-00-589 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-00-590 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-00-592 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-39-007 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-61-009 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COST WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57 /61796-00-044 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-00-594 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-00-595 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-16-011 September 6, 2017 

ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57 /61259-00-070 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COST WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57 /61796-00-045 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57 /62166-00-139 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES BALDWIN PARK UNIFIED 57/64287-00-016 September 6, 2017 

SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 57 /68338-00-229 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 

57 /64352-00-005 September 6, 2017 
HIGH 

3 Orland Joint Unified joined CASH in February 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 2 of 5 

County School District Application Number 
Apportionment 
Date 
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LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-005 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 September 6, 2017 

GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED3 57/75481-00-005 September 6, 2017 

SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57/67447-00-058 September 6, 2017 

SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57/69427-00-033 September 6, 2017 

SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 September 6, 2017 

SONOMA 
RINCON VALLEY UNION 

57/70896-00-008 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

SAN DIEGO 
CAJON VALLEY UNION 

57/67991-00-010 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-589 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-590 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-592 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-39-007 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-61-009 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COST WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-044 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-594 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-595 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-011 September 6, 2017 

ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57/61259-00-070 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COST WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-045 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-139 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES BALDWIN PARK UNIFIED 57/64287-00-016 September 6, 2017 

SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 57/68338-00-229 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 

57/64352-00-005 September 6, 2017 
HIGH 

3 Orland Joint Unified joined CASH in February 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 2 of 5 
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County School District Application Number 
Apportionment 
Date 

LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-027 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57 /66696-00-003 September 6, 2017 

NAPA CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED 57 /66241-00-003 September 6, 2017 

BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 57 /61424-00-004 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COSTA MARTINEZ UNIFIED 57/61739-00-007 September 6, 2017 

lOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 

57 /64352-00-004 September 6, 2017 
HIGH 

VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57 /72603-00-029 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-140 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57 /62166-00-141 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64 733-00-597 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-00-598 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-00-599 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57 /64733-38-022 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-006 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57 /66597-00-031 September 6, 2017 

fRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-024 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COST A UNIFIED 57/61796-00-047 September 6, 2017 

VENTURA 
VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE OF 

57 /10561-00-004 September 6, 2017 
EDUCATION 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-013 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE CYPRESS ELEMENTARY 57 /66480-00-004 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-015 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-032 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-016 September 6, 2017 

MENDOCINO 
MENDOCINO COUNTY OFFICE 

57I10231-00-001 September 6, 2017 
OF EDUCATION 

KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY 
50/63321-00-026 September 6, 2017 

ELEMENTARY 

KERN 
BAKERSFIELD CITY 

50/63321-00-027 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 50/75242-00-026 September 6, 2017 

VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57 /72603-00-030 September 6, 2017 

EXHIBIT A, Page 3 of 5 

County School District Application Number 
Apportionment 
Date 

LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-027 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57/66696-00-003 September 6, 2017 

NAPA CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED 57/66241-00-003 September 6, 2017 

BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 57/61424-00-004 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COSTA MARTINEZ UNIFIED 57/61739-00-007 September 6, 2017 

!LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 57/643 52-00-004 September 6, 2017 HIGH 

VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-029 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-140 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-141 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-597 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-598 September 6, 2017 

!LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-599 September 6, 2017 

tLOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-3 8-022 September 6, 2017 

LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-006 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-031 September 6, 2017 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-024 September 6, 2017 

CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COST A UNIFIED 57/61796-00-047 September 6, 2017 

VENTURA 
VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE OF 57/I 0561 -00-004 September 6, 2017 
EDUCATION 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-013 September 6, 2017 

PRANGE CYPRESS ELEMENTARY 57/66480-00-004 September 6, 2017 

PRANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-015 September 6, 2017 

bRANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-032 September 6, 2017 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-016 September 6, 2017 

MENDOCINO 
MENDOCINO COUNTY OFFICE 57/ 1 0231 -00-00 I September 6, 2017 
OF EDUCATION 

KERN 
BAKERSFIELD CITY 50/63321-00-026 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

KERN 
BAKERSFIELD CITY 50/63321-00-027 September 6, 2017 
ELEMENTARY 

RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 50175242-00-026 September 6, 2017 

[VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-030 September 6, 2017 

EXHIBIT A, Page 3 of 5 
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County School District Application Number 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

RIVERSIDE TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED 

SONOMA WINDSOR UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

SAN MATEO SEQUOIA UNION HIGH 

LOS ANGELES CUL VER CITY UNIFIED 

LOS.ANGELES CUL VER CITY UNIFIED 

SAN MATEO BURLINGAME ELEMENTARY4 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 

CONTRA COST A SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 
HIGH 

LOS ANGELES 
PALOS VERDES PENINSULA 
UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SOLANA BEACH ELEMENTARY 

ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 

SAN JOAQUIN LAMMERSVILLE JOINT UNIFIED 

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 
HIGH 

LOS ANGELES 
PALOS VERDES PENINSULA 
UNIFIED 

4 Burlingame Elementary reinstated its CASH membership in January 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 4 of 5 

50/62166-00-025 

50/62166-00-026 

50/66597-00-017 

50/66597-00-018 

50/7 5192-00-03 9 

50/75358-00-014 

57/66597-00-033 

50/69062-01-003 

57 /64444-00-009 

57/64444-00-010 
. 

57 /68882-00-008 

50/69641-00-001 

50/69641-00-002 

50/73791-00-014 

57/69641-00-029 

57 /69641-00-030 

57 /73 791-00-005 

50/61804-01-001 

50/64352-02-001 

50/64865-00-006 

50/68387-00-002 

50/73643-00-019 

50/76760-00-006 

57 /61804-00-02 l 

57 /61804-00-022 

57 /64352-00-006 

57 /64865-00-025 

Apportionment 
Date 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

September 6, 2017 

County School District Application Number 

IFRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

[FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

RIVERSIDE TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED 

SONOMA WINDSOR UNIFIED 

ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 

SAN MATEO SEQUOIA UNION HIGH 

ILOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 

SAN MATEO BURLINGAME ELEMENTARY4 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 

CONTRA COST A SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

!LOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 
HIGH 

ILOS ANGELES 
PALOS VERDES PENINSULA 
UNIFIED 

SAN DIEGO SOLANA BEACH ELEMENTARY 

ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 

SAN JOAQUIN LAMMERSVILLE JOINT UNIFIED 

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 

LOS ANGELES 
CENTINELA VALLEY UNION 
HIGH 

LOS ANGELES 
PALOS VERDES PENINSULA 
UNIFIED 

4 Burlingame Elementary reinstated its CASH membership in January 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 4 of 5 

50/62 1 66-00-025 

50/62 1 66-00-026 

50/66597-00-0 1 7  

50/66597-00-01 8  

50/75 1 92-00-039 

50/75358-00-01 4  

57/66597-00-033 

50/69062-0 1 -003 

57/64444-00-009 

57/64444-00-0 1 0  

57/68882-00-008 

50/69641 -00-00 1 

50/6964 1 -00-002 

50/73791 -00-0 1 4  

57/6964 1-00-029 

57/6964 1 -00-030 

57/7379 1 -00-005 

50/6 1 804-01 -00 1 

50/64352-02-00 1 

50/64865-00-006 

50/68387-00-002 

50/73643-00-0 1 9  

50/76760-00-006 

57/6 1 804-00-02 1 

57/6 1 804-00-022 

57/64352-00-006 

57/64865-00-025 

Apportionment 
Date 

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6 ,  201 7 

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 201 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6 ,  201 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6 ,  20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 201 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  

September 6, 201 7  

September 6, 20 1 7  
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County School District Application Number 

LOS ANGELES WHITTIER UNION HIGH 57 /65128-00-021 

SANTA CLARA 
FRANKLIN-MCKINNEY 57 /69450-00-009 
ELEMENTARY5 

SANTA CLARA GILROY UNIFIED 57 /69484-00-008 

FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57 /73965-00-007 

MONTEREY 
MONTEREY COUNTY OFFICE 

57 /10272-00-001 
OF EDUCATION 

RIVERSIDE CORONA NORCO UNIFIED 50/67033-00-036 

s Franklin-McKinney Elementary was a CASH member from October 2018 through November 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 5 of 5 

Apportionment 
Date 

September 6, 2017 

September 6,201.7 

September 6, 2017 . 

March 21, 2018 

March 21, 2018 

March 21, 2018 

County School District Application Number 

LOS ANGELES WHITTIER UNION HIGH 57 /65128-00-021 

SANTA CLARA 
FRANKLIN-MCKINNEY 57 /69450-00-009 
ELEMENTARY5 

SANTA CLARA GILROY UNIFIED 57 /69484-00-008 

FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57 /73965-00-007 

MONTEREY 
MONTEREY COUNTY OFFICE 

57 /10272-00-001 
OF EDUCATION 

RIVERSIDE CORONA NORCO UNIFIED 50/67033-00-036 

s Franklin-McKinney Elementary was a CASH member from October 2018 through November 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 5 of 5 

Apportionment 
Date 

September 6, 2017 

September 6,201.7 

September 6, 2017 . 

March 21, 2018 

March 21, 2018 

March 21, 2018 

County School District Application Number 

LOS ANGELES WHITTIER UNION HIGH 57/65 128-00-021 

SANTA CLARA 
FRANKLIN-MCKINNEY 

57/69450-00-009 
ELEMENTARY5 

SANTA CLARA GILROY UNIFIED 57/69484-00-008 

FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-007 

MONTEREY 
MONTEREY COUNTY OFFICE 

57/1 0272-00-001 
OF EDUCATION 

RIVERSIDE CORONA NORCO UNIFIED 50/67033-00-036 

s Franklin-McKinney Elementary was a CASH member from October 2018 through November 2019 
EXHIBIT A, Page 5 of 5 

Apportionment 
Date 

September 6, 201 7 

September 6, 20 17  

September 6 ,  20 1 7  . 

March 2 1 ,  20 1 8  

March 2 1 ,  20 1 8  

March 2 1 ,  20 1 8  
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ATTACHMENT G

Division of the State Architect Completion Data
(as of 08/08/2023)

School District County Application Number Program Approval
50-04 Rec'd 

Date

SAB Unf. 

Approval

Contract 

Award/ 

Signed 

Notice to 

Proceed
DSA #

 Original DSA 

approval date

DSA Closed 

Date

08-08-2023

RINCON VALLEY UNION ELEM SONOMA 57/70896-00-008 Modernization G 7/2/12 1/23/13 12/16/04 12/20/04 01-106333 11/22/04 2/26/08

CENTRAL UNIFIED FRESNO 57/73965-00-006 Modernization G 5/17/12 12/12/12 7/25/11 8/3/11 02-105202 6/22/04 6/19/09

STOCKTON UNIFIED SAN JOAQUIN 57/68676-00-035 Modernization G 6/4/12 12/12/12 7/12/10 6/14/10 02-111288 4/30/10 8/19/11

CARLSBAD UNIFIED SAN DIEGO 57/73551-00-009 Modernization G 6/8/12 1/23/13 5/27/09 6/12/09 04-109996 6/8/09 10/12/11

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-588 Modernization G 6/20/12 1/23/13 3/24/09 3/24/09 03-113007 1/27/10 11/22/11

NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED ORANGE 57/66597-00-031 Modernization G 9/19/12 3/20/13 2/9/07 3/2/07 04-104596 4/28/03 5/24/12

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-587 Modernization G 6/20/12 1/23/13 3/24/09 3/24/09 03-113166 4/7/10 6/27/12

MENLO PARK CITY ELEM SAN MATEO 50/68965-00-001 New Construction L 12/10/08 4/20/16 6/10/08 6/16/08 01-109392 4/30/08 7/12/12

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-599 Modernization G 9/19/12 3/20/13 9/15/09 6/16/09 03-111534 2/18/09 9/20/12

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-597 Modernization G 9/19/12 3/20/13 10/31/08 3/20/09 03-111679 10/6/08 11/2/12

STOCKTON UNIFIED SAN JOAQUIN 57/68676-00-034 Modernization G 5/21/12 12/12/12 5/23/11 5/27/11 02-111496 12/10/10 3/4/13

FRANKLIN-MCKINLEY UNIFIED* SANTA CLARA 57/69450-00-009 Modernization G 10/31/12 6/26/13 6/20/11 6/22/11 01-111059 12/25/10 4/24/13

TUSTIN UNIFIED ORANGE 50/73643-00-019 New Construction G 10/31/12 6/26/13 12/14/09 3/9/10 04-110095 8/18/09 6/19/13

CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED NAPA 57/66241-00-003 Modernization G 8/16/12 3/20/13 5/7/12 6/1/12 02-112262 3/19/12 6/25/13

REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/75341-00-022 Modernization G 10/31/12 6/26/13 5/25/10 5/26/10 03-112312 5/14/09 7/1/13

ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED MENDOCINO 57/65540-00-003 Modernization G 6/14/12 1/23/13 6/11/12 6/11/12 01-112504 5/9/12 7/2/13

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-592 Modernization G 7/10/12 1/23/13 7/25/11 8/1/11 03-114239 11/17/11 7/3/13

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-41-006 Modernization G 9/19/12 3/20/13 7/25/11 8/1/11 03-114230 11/15/11 7/12/13

LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED EL DORADO 57/61903-00-007 Modernization G 6/14/12 1/23/13 5/22/12 5/22/12 02-112214 3/6/12 7/31/13

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-598 Modernization G 9/19/12 3/20/13 5/15/09 5/18/09 03-111509 11/20/08 9/9/13

WINDSOR UNIFIED SONOMA 50/75358-00-014 New Construction G 10/26/12 5/22/13 Yes 01-112813 9/25/12 9/27/13

ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED* GLENN 57/75481-00-005 Modernization G 6/22/12 1/23/13 7/24/12 7/31/12 02-112329 6/14/12 10/24/13

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-595 Modernization G 7/11/12 1/23/13 4/26/11 8/15/11 03-114025 7/19/11 11/8/13

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-16-011 Modernization G 7/11/12 1/23/13 4/26/11 8/15/11 03-114025 7/19/11 11/8/13

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-589 Modernization G 7/10/12 1/23/13 7/22/11 8/1/11 03-114231 11/15/11 12/2/13

REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/75341-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/12 6/26/13 6/15/11 6/20/11 03-113766 6/15/11 12/2/13

SOLVANG ELEM SANTA BARBARA 57/69336-00-002 Modernization G 10/16/12 5/22/13 6/1/12 6/4/12 03-114360 5/30/12 12/12/13

WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED CONTRA COSTA 57/61796-00-044 Modernization G 7/11/12 1/23/13 Yes 01-112296 2/16/12 1/15/14

REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/75341-00-019 Modernization G 10/3/12 5/22/13 5/25/10 5/27/10 03-113097 4/6/10 1/16/14

PLACENTIA-YORBA LINDA USD ORANGE 57/66647-00-033 Modernization G 5/10/12 12/12/12 10/25/11 11/13/11 04-111681 8/30/11 1/21/14

LARKSPUR ELEM MARIN 57/65367-00-003 Modernization G 5/30/12 12/12/12 01-112508 5/3/12 1/22/14

CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEM* SAN DIEGO 57/67991-00-009 Modernization G 6/14/12 1/23/13 6/12/12 6/12/12 04-112311 6/6/12 1/29/14

CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEM SAN DIEGO 57/67991-00-010 Modernization G 7/5/12 1/23/13 7/2/12 7/2/12 04-112352 6/27/12 1/29/14

SAN JUAN UNIFIED SACRAMENTO 57/67447-00-058 Modernization G 6/27/12 1/23/13 Yes 02-112324 5/3/12 3/4/14

REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/75341-00-020 Modernization G 10/3/12 5/22/13 5/25/10 5/27/10 03-113109 4/1/10 3/6/14

BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ESD SAN MATEO 57/68866-00-009 Modernization G 7/5/12 1/23/13 3/30/12 3/30/12 01-112321 3/28/12 3/27/14

SEQUOIA UNION HIGH SAN MATEO 50/69062-01-003 New Construction G 10/29/12 5/22/13 5/2/12 5/8/12 01-112299 3/29/12 4/16/14

ANAHEIM CITY ORANGE 57/66423-00-030 Modernization G 5/17/12 12/12/12 3/26/12 3/27/12 04-111967 2/16/12 5/7/14

CYPRESS ELEM ORANGE 57/66480-00-004 Modernization G 10/16/12 5/22/13 9/13/12 9/28/12 04-112340 7/25/12 5/9/14

FRESNO UNIFIED FRESNO 57/62166-00-140 Modernization G 9/19/12 3/20/13 Yes 02-112314 8/20/12 5/12/14

ALHAMBRA UNIFIED* LOS ANGELES 57/75713-00-026 Modernization G 6/18/12 1/23/13 Yes 03-114224 11/10/11 5/23/14

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-38-022 Modernization G 9/19/12 3/20/13 3/24/09 3/24/09 03-113722 6/15/11 5/27/14

FRESNO UNIFIED FRESNO 57/62166-00-137 Modernization G 5/15/12 12/12/12 5/9/12 5/10/12 02-112155 2/28/12 6/2/14

SAVANNA ELEM ORANGE 57/66696-00-003 Modernization G 8/13/12 3/20/13 8/14/12 9/3/12 04-112168 6/14/12 6/5/14

BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ESD SAN MATEO 57/68866-00-010 Modernization G 10/30/12 5/22/13 3/30/12 3/30/12 01-112360 3/27/12 6/25/14

SIERRA SANDS UNIFIED KERN 57/73742-00-008 Modernization G 5/15/12 12/12/12 5/26/11 6/16/11 03-113502 1/18/11 7/18/14

FRESNO UNIFIED FRESNO 50/62166-00-026 New Construction G 10/25/12 5/22/13 4/25/12 5/14/12 02-111869 7/25/11 7/25/14

BURLINGAME ELEM SAN MATEO 57/68882-00-008 Modernization G 10/29/12 5/22/13 3/13/12 3/16/12 01-111782 2/29/12 7/25/14

MENDOCINO COE MENDOCINO 57/10231-00-001 Modernization G 10/22/12 5/22/13 01-112662 10/16/12 8/15/14

LARKSPUR ELEM MARIN 57/65367-00-004 Modernization G 6/12/12 1/23/13 Yes 01-112507 6/4/12 8/18/14

PALO ALTO UNIFIED SANTA CLARA 50/69641-00-002 New Construction G 10/30/12 5/22/13 12/13/11 12/28/11 01-111752 9/1/11 8/26/14

PALO ALTO UNIFIED SANTA CLARA 57/69641-00-030 Modernization G 10/30/12 5/22/13 12/13/11 12/28/11 01-111752 9/1/11 8/26/14

EAST SIDE UNION HIGH SANTA CLARA 57/69427-00-033 Modernization G 6/27/12 1/23/13 Yes 01-111985 6/21/12 8/29/14

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-41-005 Modernization G 6/20/12 1/23/13 3/24/09 3/24/09 03-113163 4/7/10 9/10/14

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-16-010 Modernization G 5/10/12 12/12/12 Yes 03-113609 10/14/10 9/17/14

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-594 Modernization G 7/11/12 1/23/13 7/25/11 8/11/11 03-114278 12/15/11 9/29/14
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PALO ALTO UNIFIED SANTA CLARA 57/69641-00-029 Modernization G 10/30/12 5/22/13 12/13/11 1/5/12 01-111971 11/14/11 9/29/14

SOLANA BEACH ELEM SAN DIEGO 50/68387-00-002 New Construction G 10/31/12 6/26/13 9/13/12 11/5/12 04-111943 3/7/12 10/27/14

OAKLAND UNIFIED ALAMEDA 57/61259-00-070 Modernization G 7/20/12 3/20/13 6/13/12 5/24/12 01-111601 2/9/11 10/28/14

SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED VENTURA 57/72603-00-029 Modernization G 8/28/12 3/20/13 5/11/11 6/8/11 03-112659 12/17/10 11/6/14

CHICO UNIFIED BUTTE 57/61424-00-004 Modernization G 8/17/12 3/20/13 Yes 02-112339 7/3/12 12/8/14

BREA-OLINDA UNIFIED ORANGE 57/66449-00-012 Modernization G 9/25/12 5/22/13 10/11/10 10/25/10 04-110743 6/23/10 12/8/14

SAN MARCOS UNIFIED SAN DIEGO 50/73791-00-013 New Construction G 10/16/12 5/22/13 Yes 04-112327 9/7/12 12/10/14

SANTA-MARIA BONITA SANTA BARBARA 50/69120-00-008 New Construction L 9/6/02 4/20/16 n/a n/a 03-106318 12/12/02 1/2/15

FRESNO UNIFIED FRESNO 57/62166-00-138 Modernization G 6/21/12 1/23/13 6/20/12 6/25/12 02-112094 12/13/11 1/8/15

COLTON JOINT UNIFIED SAN BERNARDINO 50/67686-00-030 New Construction L 10/28/09 4/20/16 9/16/10 9/22/10 04-107269 1/19/07 1/12/15

LAMMERSVILLE JOINT UNIFIED SAN JOAQUIN 50/76760-00-006 New Construction G 10/31/12 6/26/13 4/30/13 TBD 02-111656 9/28/11 1/16/15

FRESNO UNIFIED FRESNO 50/62166-00-024 New Construction G 10/9/12 5/22/13 9/26/12 9/27/12 02-112390 5/17/12 1/23/15

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-585 Modernization G 5/10/12 12/12/12 7/11/11 10/25/11 03-113804 10/3/11 1/26/15

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-17-012 Modernization G 6/20/12 1/23/13 8/18/10 8/23/10 03-113519 11/16/10 1/26/15

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-32-022 Modernization G 6/20/12 1/23/13 3/24/09 3/24/09 03-113167 4/22/10 1/26/15

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-37-006 Modernization G 5/29/12 12/12/12 4/17/09 4/20/09 03-111644 10/2/08 1/29/15

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-586 Modernization G 6/20/12 1/23/13 3/24/09 3/24/09 03-113170 4/21/10 2/12/15

MARTINEZ UNIFIED CONTRA COSTA 57/61739-00-007 Modernization G 8/17/12 3/20/13 5/14/12 7/23/12 01-112744 7/20/12 2/18/15

GILROY UNIFIED SANTA CLARA 57/69484-00-008 Modernization G 10/31/12 6/26/13 Yes 01-112320 8/30/12 2/23/15

CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH LOS ANGELES 57/64352-00-004 Modernization G 8/21/12 3/20/13 8/2/12 TBD 03-114139 5/18/12 3/2/15

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-39-007 Modernization G 7/10/12 1/23/13 12/23/11 3/5/12 03-114397 3/1/12 3/23/15

ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED MENDOCINO 57/65540-00-004 Modernization G 6/14/12 1/23/13 5/25/12 6/8/12 01-112510 5/17/12 4/21/15

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-00-590 Modernization G 7/10/12 1/23/13 7/22/11 8/1/11 03-114238 11/17/11 5/12/15

BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEM KERN 50/63321-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/12 5/22/13 1/24/12 2/7/12 02-112027 1/20/12 5/13/15

BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEM KERN 50/63321-00-027 New Construction G 10/24/12 5/22/13 1/24/12 2/7/12 02-112027 1/20/12 5/13/15

CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH LOS ANGELES 57/64352-00-005 Modernization G 8/1/12 3/20/13 5/31/12 6/7/12 03-114125 4/20/12 5/13/15

WHITTIER UNION HIGH LOS ANGELES 57/65128-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/12 6/26/13 7/28/09 7/29/09 03-111339 6/18/09 5/14/15

NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED ORANGE 50/66597-00-018 New Construction G 10/26/12 5/22/13 Yes 04-111898 3/6/12 5/20/15

NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED ORANGE 57/66597-00-033 Modernization G 10/26/12 5/22/13 7/26/12 8/20/12 04-111898 3/6/12 5/20/15

SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED CONTRA COSTA 50/61804-01-001 New Construction G 10/31/12 6/26/13 4/28/09 5/7/09 01-110201 3/3/09 5/29/15

SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED CONTRA COSTA 57/61804-00-022 Modernization G 10/31/12 6/26/13 4/28/09 5/7/09 01-110201 3/3/09 5/29/15

FRESNO UNIFIED FRESNO 57/62166-00-141 Modernization G 9/19/12 3/20/13 Yes 02-112269 4/13/12 7/1/15

ALHAMBRA UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/75713-00-027 Modernization G 8/7/12 3/20/13 3/30/10 4/26/10 03-113531 8/10/10 7/1/15

PITTSBURG UNIFIED CONTRA COSTA 57/61788-00-009 Modernization G 5/31/12 12/12/12 7/27/11 12/1/12 01-112191 11/21/11 7/13/15

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64733-61-009 Modernization G 7/10/12 1/23/13 7/22/11 8/1/11 03-114279 12/12/11 7/17/15

GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SAN DIEGO 57/68130-00-018 Modernization G 6/1/12 12/12/12 10/13/11 10/19/11 04-111411 5/24/11 7/21/15

NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED ORANGE 50/66597-00-016 New Construction G 10/18/12 5/22/13 Yes 04-111840 6/21/12 8/13/15

PALO ALTO UNIFIED SANTA CLARA 50/69641-00-001 New Construction G 10/30/12 5/22/13 5/8/12 5/31/12 01-112030 1/24/12 8/18/15

SAN MARCOS UNIFIED SAN DIEGO 50/73791-00-014 New Construction G 10/30/12 5/22/13 8/6/10 12/27/11 04-112038 5/1/12 8/20/15

SAN MARCOS UNIFIED SAN DIEGO 57/73791-00-005 Modernization G 10/30/12 5/22/13 8/6/10 12/27/11 04-112038 5/1/12 8/20/15

CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH LOS ANGELES 50/64352-02-001 New Construction G 10/31/12 7/10/13 9/12/12 9/12/12 03-114162 6/27/12 9/24/15

CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH LOS ANGELES 57/64352-00-006 Modernization G 10/31/12 6/26/13 9/12/12 9/12/12 03-114162 6/27/12 9/24/15

SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SAN DIEGO 57/68338-00-229 Modernization G 7/31/12 3/20/13 Yes 04-112343 7/27/12 12/8/15

TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED RIVERSIDE 50/75192-00-039 New Construction G 10/26/12 5/22/13 6/5/07 6/5/07 04-108895 10/14/09 2/1/16

FRESNO UNIFIED FRESNO 50/62166-00-025 New Construction G 10/25/12 5/22/13 Yes 02-112516 7/26/12 3/4/16

FRESNO UNIFIED FRESNO 57/62166-00-139 Modernization G 7/30/12 3/20/13 Yes 02-112516 7/26/12 3/4/16

SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED VENTURA 57/72603-00-030 Modernization G 10/24/12 5/22/13 Yes 03-114384 9/6/12 3/18/16

CULVER CITY UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64444-00-009 Modernization G 10/29/12 5/22/13 Yes 03-114401 8/16/12 4/5/16

CULVER CITY UNIFIED LOS ANGELES 57/64444-00-010 Modernization G 10/29/12 5/22/13 Yes 03-114401 8/16/12 4/5/16

NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED ORANGE 50/66597-00-015 New Construction G 10/17/12 5/22/13 Yes 04-111839 3/20/12 4/6/16

NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED ORANGE 57/66597-00-032 Modernization G 10/17/12 5/22/13 Yes 04-111839 3/20/12 4/6/16

WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED CONTRA COSTA 57/61796-00-045 Modernization G 7/23/12 3/20/13 Yes 01-112197 5/2/12 5/18/16

SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED CONTRA COSTA 57/61804-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/12 6/26/13 4/14/09 5/11/09 01-110100 2/11/09 5/31/16

CORONA-NORCO UNIFIED* RIVERSIDE 50/67033-00-036 New Construction G 10/30/12 5/22/13 6/14/11 6/25/11 04-112275 3/6/12 6/22/16

WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED CONTRA COSTA 57/61796-00-047 Modernization G 10/11/12 5/22/13 Yes 01-111757 5/10/12 6/23/16

PALOS VERDES PENINSULA USD* LOS ANGELES 50/64865-00-006 New Construction G 10/31/12 6/26/13 6/28/12 8/20/12 03-114031 3/22/12 7/11/16
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PALOS VERDES PENINSULA USD* LOS ANGELES 57/64865-00-025 Modernization G 10/31/12 6/26/13 6/28/12 8/20/12 03-114031 3/22/12 7/11/16

NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED* ORANGE 50/66597-00-017 New Construction G 10/26/12 5/22/13 Yes 04-111870 10/2/12 7/19/16

WASHINGTON UNIFIED FRESNO 57/76778-00-001 Modernization G 6/12/12 1/23/13 Yes 02-112370 6/8/12 7/20/16

EUREKA CITY UNIFIED HUMBOLDT 57/75515-00-011 Modernization G 6/8/12 1/23/13 01-112706 6/6/12 4/19/17

SANTEE ELEM SAN DIEGO 57/68361-00-011 Modernization G 6/29/12 1/23/13 04-112493 6/22/12 8/17/17

VAL VERDE RIVERSIDE 50/75242-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/12 5/22/13 04-111569 1/31/12 9/21/17

BALDWIN PARK UNIFIED* LOS ANGELES 57/64287-00-016 Modernization G 7/30/12 3/20/13 03-114655 7/24/12 6/22/18

SANTA ANA ORANGE 57/66670-00-052 Modernization G 5/11/12 12/12/12 04-111558 12/27/11 11/29/18

VICTOR VALLEY UNION HIGH SAN BERNARDINO 50/67934-00-021 New Construction G 10/30/12 5/22/13 04-112177 5/9/12 1/15/19

SANTEE ELEM SAN DIEGO 57/68361-00-010 Modernization G 5/25/12 12/12/12 04-112397 5/3/12 2/11/19

STRATHMORE UNION ELEM TULARE 57/72157-00-003 Modernization G 10/3/12 5/22/13 02-112619 9/19/12 7/24/19

VICTOR VALLEY UNION HIGH SAN BERNARDINO 50/67934-00-022 New Construction G 10/30/12 5/22/13 04-112249 6/22/12 12/16/19

DUNHAM ELEM SONOMA 57/70672-00-001 Modernization G 10/5/12 5/22/13 Yes 01-111399 5/11/11 2/6/20

CENTRAL UNIFIED FRESNO 57/73965-00-007 Modernization G 7/3/12 1/23/13 02-111217 5/27/11 2/25/21

VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE OF ED VENTURA 57/10561-00-004 Modernization G 10/12/12 5/22/13 03-114408 9/11/12 3/11/21

LAKE ELEM GLENN 57/62596-00-001 Modernization G 9/11/12 3/20/13 02-112312 4/10/12 5/28/21

SANTEE ELEM SAN DIEGO 57/68361-00-012 Modernization G 7/19/12 3/20/13 04-112438 5/17/12 Rescinded

Total Projects: 129

* Preliminary Report listed incorrect DSA Closed Date.

758



ATTACHMENT H
● GOVERNING BOARD MEMBERS 

CHRIS FITE 

JIM KELLY 

ELVA SALINAS 

ROBERT SHIELD 

DR. GARY C. WOODS 

● SUPERINTENDENT 

MARY BETH KASTAN 

July 27, 2023 

Dear State Allocation Board Members. 

The Grossmont Union High School District disagrees with the recommendations provided in the OPSC 
write up related to CCI adjustments and requests that the State Allocation Board provide the grant 
amount that was in place when the project was apportioned. 

The District submitted an appeal of this action after the SAB used the old grant amount to fund the 
Grossmont High School modernization project 57/68130-00-018. Our appeal was not heard by the 
Board. We hope that the SAB will listen to our concerns and consider the impact of this decision on our 
projects. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations will result in this project losing $339,147 in funding that should 
be going to improve the school facilities for our students. This modernization project was designated and 
prioritized with the assumption that the funds would be received. The dollars lost (not received) has had 
an impact on our program and rising material and labor costs will be less and less impactful the longer 
we wait. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations treats projects that were submitted mere days apart in vastly 
different ways. The last project on the list included in the OPSC write up was submitted to OPSC on 
October 31, 2012. OPSC is recommending this project, along with all other projects on the list, be denied 
the grant in place on the date of apportionment. Projects submitted days later, in November of 2012, 
were given the grant amount in effect at the time of apportionment. Projects submitted 30 days apart 
are receiving grant amounts that are four years apart. We believe this treatment is inconsistent and 
denies our students the funding for which they are eligible 

Please email me Lindsey Danner (lemerson@guhsd.net) should you have any further questions. 

Thank you, 

Lindsey Danner 
Executive Director Facilities Management 
Grossmont Union High School District 

POST OFFICE BOX 1043 LA MESA, CALIFORNIA 91944-1043 www.guhsd.net TELEPHONE (619) 644-8000 FAX (619) 465-1349 
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ATTACHMENT H

-----Original Message-----
From: Johnson, Sue <sue.johnson@savsd.org> 
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2023 9:02 AM 
To: Silverman, Lisa@DGS <Lisa.Silverman@dgs.ca.gov> 
Cc: Josh Newman <josh.newman@sen.ca.gov>; assemblymember.bonta@assembly.ca.gov; 
assemblymember.davies@assembly.ca.gov; assemblymember.muratsuchi@assembly.ca.gov; 
senator.laird@senate.ca.gov; senator.wilk@senate.ca.gov 
Subject: Request for proper adjustments adding the CCI to the apportionments listed for 
September 6, 2017 at SAB's 8-23-23 meeting 

CAUTION: This email originated from a NON-State email address. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you are certain of the sender’s authenticity. 

Dear Madam Chair and Members of the State Allocation Board: 

The purpose of this letter is to formally request that the Board take action at its regularly 
scheduled meeting on August 23, 2023 to approve the increase in the Construction Cost Index 
(CCI) that should have been included in the apportionments made by your predecessors 
approximately six years ago at their meeting of September 6, 2017. I urge you to avoid the 
continuation of that folly. Please take action to approve inclusion of the CCI. 

Attached please find a copy of the appeal packet filed with OPSC in November 2017 consistent 
with the Board Rules and OPSC procedures. Please note that then Chair Eraina Ortega herself 
rejected this appeal; attached also is a copy of that rejection letter. Such denial of a district to be 
heard is neither consistent with Board Rules or OPSC procedures. The Chair had no authority 
to personally reject our appeal. Nowhere in statute is there such authority granted an individual 
member of the Board. Education Code §17070.35 establishes duties of the Board. The statute 
is clear the duties are that of the Board. Not one member of the Board. 

Notwithstanding any legal arguments offered to you by the Attorney General or his team of 
attorneys in their attempts to advise you, my request is that you simply do the right thing: 
Take action to make the proper adjustments adding the CCI to the apportionments listed for 
September 6, 2017. 

My further request is that you make the adjustments at the 2023 grant level. This will make up 
for the six years of waiting and the ever-increasing construction costs that have occurred during 
the past six years. 

I’d like to note that the AG and his attorneys get paid every day, whether they are defending you 
as a Board or involved in other litigation. We, in schools, had to purposely choose to spend 
precious District funds when the Board Chair capriciously rejected our appeal. We had to decide 
to challenge you in court to be heard. That has been an expensive enterprise.  Meanwhile, our 
facility needs have continued to grow in order to meet the needs of our students, all while 
awaiting the CCI apportionments we believe are owed. 

Finally, we disagree completely with the approach and recommended action of OPSC. The 
history is flawed and the arguments circuitous. The action that is proposed treats our District, 
Savanna Elementary, differently than others simply by virtue of our earlier date of Board 
“recognition” of having followed all the rules when the Board designated our project “approved 
as unfunded.” 
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ATTACHMENT H

Please do the right thing and take action to fund our CCI. 

Thank you, 
Dr. Sue Johnson, Superintendent 
Savanna School District 

Dr. Sue Johnson, Superintendent 
Savanna School District 
1330 S. Knott Ave. 
Anaheim, CA.  92804 
714-236-3805 
[signature_3642935444] 
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ATTACHMENT H
STATE OF CALIFORNIA Edmund G Brown Jr., Governor 

STATE ALLOCATION BOARD 
707 3rd Street 
West Sacramento, CA 95605 
http://www.dgs.ca.gov/opsc 

December 19, 2017 

Ms. Sue Johnson 
Superintendent 
Savannah School District 
1330 South Knott Avenue 
Anaheim, CA 92804-3800 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

The Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) has received the Savannah School District's (District) 
request for a hearing regarding the allocation of funds for the Twila Reid Elementary School modernization 
project using 2012 per pupil grant amounts. In your letter dated November 22, 2017, the District is 
requesting that the project be funded at 2017 per pupil grant levels rather than the 2012 amounts. 

At the June 5, 2017 State Allocation Board (Board) meeting action was taken to approve your project, 
along with 128 other projects, to be assigned Proposition 51 bond authority. Before the June 5, 2017 
action, the District's project was on the Unfunded List and had been previously approved by the Board in 
2012 with 2012 per pupil grant levels. The action taken on June 5, 2017 was only to assign bond authority, 
not to reapprove the projects at a different grant level. The District is appealing the Board's action and 
requesting that its project be reapproved at the 2017 per pupil grant level. 

After conferring with legal counsel, I have determined that there is no legal process by which the Board can 
consider an appeal of its own action. Accordingly, the District's request for an appeal hearing on this matter 
is denied. The appropriate time to object to the action was at the times described below when the issue 
came before the SAB. 

• In April 2017, the Board provided a public hearing for consideration of approval of Unfunded List 
projects for Proposition 51 bond authority. Board action on that item was postponed until the June 
5, 2017 meeting. 

• The Board then took action on June 5, 2017 to approve Proposition 51 bond authority for projects 
on the Unfunded List as they were approved originally with 2012 level per pupil grant amounts. 

• On September 6, 2017, the Board provided a public hearing to approve apportionments to your 
project and others. At that hearing, there was Board discussion acknowledging that the action was 
to approve your project and other Unfunded List projects at the 2012 per pupil grant level as 
originally approved. 

For these reasons, I have directed OPSC Staff to return the submitted School District Appeal Request to 
you. Should you have any questions, you may contact Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer, at 
(916) 375-4751, 

Sincerely, 

' /_;} 1(') .J_
b~~ .wee: 
Eraina Ortega; Chair UJ>' 
State Allocation Board 

cc: Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer, State Allocation Board 
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DR. SUE JOHNSON 
SUPERINTENDENT Savanna School 'l)istrict 

November 22, 2017 
1330 SOUTH KNOTT AVENUE 

ANAHEIM, CALIFORNIA 92804-4798 
PHONE: (714) 236-3800 

ATTACHMENT H

Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer 
Office of Public School Construction 
Department of General Services 
707 Third Street, 6th Floor 
West Sacramento, CA 95605 

Dear Ms. Silverman: 

RE: Appeal to the State Allocation Board 
Twila Reid Elementary School, OPSC Application #57/66696-00-003 

The purpose of this letter is to notify you that the Savanna School District intends to file an appeal with you, the 
Executive Office at the Office of Public School Construction, Department of General Services regarding 
the proposed apportionment funding of the Twila Reid Elementary School modernization project. 

The District has been harmed by the recommendations of OPSC and the subsequent action of the Board to 
apportion funds for OPSC Application #57/66696-00-003at the pupil grant level of 2012 rather than the 2017 
level. The OPSC agenda item from the September 6, 2017 meeting contends that the Board in 2012 took action 
to approve the projects identified as the "True Unfunded List," intimating that an "apportionment" had been made 
by the Board at that time five years prior when the Board simply approved them as eligible to receive funds if and 
when funds may be available. No apportionment was made; no funds existed. The governing statute, Chapter 
12.5 of the California Education Code, is clear, however, that an apportionment is a reservation of funds for an 
applicant school district: 

17070.15 (a) "Apportionment" means a reservation of funds for the purpose of eligible new construction, 
modernization or hardship approved by the board for an applicant school district. 

In 2012 the Board made no such a reservation in that there were no funds available at that time. The first and 
only apportionment was made on September 6, 2017. That apportionment should have reflected an increase in 
per-pupil grant funding based upon the 2017 grant level in place as of that date. This statute was in place in 2012 
and continues to govern now, as mandatory, resulting from the passage of Proposition 51. 

The Board's proposed funding at the 2012 per pupil grant level rather than the existing 2017 per pupil grant 
level is based on the argument that the District received apportionment in 2012 rather than in 2017. Since 2012, 
the District has provided your office with semi-annual certification letters of the project's funding status and with 
each submission, we've received notification that the letter was being returned because, 

" ... the project listed in your letter is located on the "Unfunded List (Lack of Authority)" and is not eligible to 
participate in the filing round as the District has not yet received an unfunded approval." 

I'm attaching the two most recent letters from your office dated May 18, 2017 and December 6, 2016 
(Attachments A and B, respectively). In an email dated May 10, 2017 from your office states, "OPSC can only 
accept your request to participate in the Priority Filing Round after the SAB's approval, not before."(Attachment 
C) Furthermore, an email dated May 18, 2017 states, "Due to the project not receiving Board approval at the 
April 24, 2017 Board meeting the District is not yet eligible to submit a Request Letter."(Attachment D) In fact, the 
Procedures for School Facility Funding provided as a link in an email dated April 21, 2017 clearly state, "Projects 
on the Unfunded List (Lack of Bond Authority) cannot make this request. ... " (Attachment E) 

Based on this documentation, I believe it is clear that the District never received apportionment in 2012, 
which attached emails and letters from your office substantiate. The first and only time we've received 
notification of an apportionment on this project was October 11, 2017 in an email which stated, "Your 
District received a School Facility Program (SFP) Apportionment on September 6, 2017 .. . " (Attachment F) 
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ATTACHMENT H

The District is seeking an increase in the apportionment made to this project at the 2017 level. We will be 
submitting the SAB 50-05 seeking an immediate fund release and is making this request to augment the 
apportionment made by the Board at its September 6, 2017 meeting. 

In making recommendations to the Board in August 2017, OPSC relied upon the action taken and direction given 
by the Board in August 2012 which cannot bind the current Board. That action taken and direction given by the 
Board 5 years ago did not and cannot change the governing statute, Chapter 12.5 of the California Education 
Code, which was in place then and continues to govern now, as mandatory, resulting from the passage 
of Proposition 51. 

Savanna School District is comprised of four elementary schools serving the communities of Anaheim, Buena 
Park, Cypress, and Stanton in Orange County. In November 2008, the District passed the first General 
Obligation Bond in its history, which along with the state's School Facility Program, in an effort to modernize our 
50-year old buildings. Due to a lack of program funding, the District was forced to once again go out to our 
community and request a second General Obligation Bond a mere three and a half years later in an effort to 
complete the projects we promised to our community. While our June 2012 local bond was successful, we 
promised 'wrap around' projects to the first two schools completed; this was work that was halted due to lack of 
funding at those sites and the very real possibility that the final two sites would not receive much-needed 
modernizations. In a District with over 75% of our students either on free/reduced lunch or second language 
learners, this demonstrates that our community values our schools and believes that our children deserve 
adequate facilities in which to learn. The action taken by OPSC/DGS and the Board in September 2017 is 
inconsistent with and contrary to the California Education Code. 

Granting our appeal will allow us to deliver the projects identified in our local bonds supported twice our 
community thus keeping faith to do as promised. The difference in funding between 2012 and 2017 levels 
represents approximately $386,583.50. In an era where we are witnessing escalating construction costs, it is 
essential that we receive the funds that were promised, and mandated, by State law so that we may keep our 
promise to our community and ensure equity for all students. 

I'm requesting the opportunity to meet with you personally in order to seek resolution for this denial of adequate 
funding. Enclosed with this letter is the signed and dated SAB Form 189. As indicated above, we are also 
submitting the SAB 50-05 document in advance of the deadline of December 5, 2017 to secure that portion of the 
apportionment. Our intent is to pursue resolution of this matter and receive the additional funds owed either 
directly through you or the Board after receiving the allocated apportionment for Twila Reid Elementary School. 

I look forward to meeting with you at your earl iest convenience to discuss this matter. 

Sincerely, 

(JiL 
Sue Johns 

cc: Members, Savanna School District Board of Education 

Enclosure: 
SAB Form 189 

Attachments: 
A: May 18, 2017 
B. December 6, 2016 
C. email from OPSC/DGS dated May 10, 2017 
D. email from OPSC/DGS dated May 18, 2017 
E. email from OPSC/DGS dated April 21, 2017 and OPSC Procedures for SFP Filing 
F. email from OPSC/DGS dated October 11 , 201 7 regarding SFP Funding Apportionment 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

SCHOOL DISTRICT APPEAL REQUEST 

SAB 189 (REV 10/09) 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

School districts are required to use this form to initiate an appeal 
for consideration by the State Allocation Board (SAB). The district 
must state specifically the purpose and description of the district's 
request. The district must submit all supporting documentation to 
the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC). Requests for SAB 
consideration are processed to the Board upon receipt by the OPSC 
of all required documentation and upon completion of a thorough 
analysis by the OPSC. 

STATE ALLOCATION BOARD 
OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 

Page 1 of2 

SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS 

Purpose of Request 
Provide a brief statement of the district's request and number the 
components of the request if it has multiple parts. 

Basis of Request 
Site the applicable references in law, regulation, or other basis. 

Description 
Include the following in the description: 

1. The background and circumstances which prompted the 
district's request. 

2. Information relevant to the issues of the request. 
3. The sequence of events and participants pertinent to the issues. 
4. A statement explaining why the SAB should grant the 

district's request based on law, regulation, or other basis, as 
cited in above. 

Attachments 
Attach substantiating documentation as necessary to support the 
district's request. Note that all supporting documentation must be 
received by the OPSC prior to presentation to the SAB. 
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STATE ALLOCATION BOARD
STATE OF CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOLCONSTRUCTION
SCHOOL DISTRICT APPEAL REQUEST 

Page 2 of2
SAB 189 (REV 10/09) 

SCHOOL DISTRICT APPLICATION HUMBER 

Savanna School District 57/66696-00-003 
SCHOOL NAME COUHIY 

Twila Reid Elementary School Orange 
DISTRICTREPRESENTATIVE E·MAILAODRESS 

Dr. Sue Johnson sue.johnson@savsd.org 

Purpose of Request: 

The Savanna School District requests that the State Allocation Board provide apportionment funding 
based upon 2017 Pupil Grant amounts for the Twila Reid Elementary School Modernization Project, 
apportioned on September 6, 2017. 

Basis ofRequest: 

Iii Law (Statute) _1_70_7_0_.1_5-'-(a-'-)_____ ___ 

D Regulation _ ______ _____ 

D Other (specify) _ __________ 

Description: 

This appeal is filed with your office in an effort to address harm to the District caused by specific 
actions of the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) and subsequent actions of the State 
Allocation Board (Board). The result of those actions is diminished funding to the District's project. 
The District seeks funding that represents the difference between the 2012 and 2017 per-pupil grant 
level for the project. 

The recommendation of OPSC to the Board on September 6, 2017, and the subsequent action of the 
Board failed to recognize direction of Chapter 12.5 as identified below. 

The OPSC agenda item contended that the Board in 2012 took action to approve the projects 
identified as the "True Unfunded List," intimating that an "Apportionment" had been made by the 
Board at that time (5 years prior) when the Board simply approved them as eligible to receive funds if 
and when funds may be available. No apportionment was made; no funds or bond authority existed. 
The statute is clear, however, that an apportionment is a reservation of funds for an applicant school 
district: 17070.15(a) "Apportionment" means a reservation of funds for the purpose of eligible new 
construction, modernization or hardship approved by the board for an applicant school district. 

SIGNATUREOF AUTHORIZED DISTRICT REPRESUITATIV DATE ,, t,2 
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Governor Edmund G. Brown .Jr. 

May 18, 2017 

Dr. Sue Johnson 
Superintendent 
Savanna Elementary School District 
1330 South Knott Avenue 
Anaheim, CA 92804 

Dear Dr. Johnson: 

RE: Application Number 57 /66696-00-003 

The Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) received the District's request to participate in 
the Priority Funding process for the Priority ·Funding fi ling round which began on May 10, 2017 
and ends June 8, 2017. However, the project listed in your letter is located on the Unfunded List 
(Lack of Authority) and is not eligible to participate in the filing round as the District has not yet 
received an unfunded approval. 

Should the District receive an unfunded approval prior to the filing round closing, OPSC will 
accept the District's request to participate following Board approval. The next opportunity for the 
Board to consider this action is Monday, June 5, 2017. 

Therefore, I am returning your original request letter for the submitted application at Reid 
Elementary. If you have any questions, you may contact me at (916) 375-3108 or 
Tracy.Sharp@dgs.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

,{()~ 
TRACY SHARP 
Supervisor 
Office of Public School Construction 

Enclosure 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION I State of California IState and Consumer Services Agency 
707 3rd Street I West Sacramento. CA 95605 I t 916.376.1771 I www.dgs.ca.gov/opsc 

ATTACHMENT A 767

www.dgs.ca.gov/opsc
mailto:Tracy.Sharp@dgs.ca.gov


ATTACHMENT H

Tuesday, November 21, 2017 at 9:26:59 PM Pacific Standard Time 

Subject: FW: Return Priority Funding Request Letter 

Date: Thursday, May 18, 2017 at 11:50:06 AM Pacific Daylight Time 

From: Martin-Guzman, Shannon@DGS 

To: Johnson, Sue 

CC: Sharp, Tracy@DGS 

Attachments: image001.png, Savanna Elem SD Return Letter.pdf 

Hello Dr. Johnson, 

Attached you will find a PDF of the Return Letter that was mailed to your District today. Due to 
the project not receiving Board approval at the April 24, 2017 Board meeting the District is not 
yet eligible to submit a Request Letter. The next opportunity for the Board to consider this 
action is Monday, June 5, 2017. If you have any questions please call or email anytime. 

Thank you 

Shannon Martin-Guzman 
Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

Office of Public School Construction 
State of California » Department of General Services 
707 3rd St., Sacramento, CA 95605 
httP-;/./.www.dgs.ca .gov /.Qgsc 

Phone 916-376-5211 
Fax 916-375-6721 
Email shannon.martinguzman@ggs.ca.gov 

Page 1 of 1 
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~5 CALIFOl<MIA DEPAi1TMEIH OF 

ATTACHMENT H

~ GENERAL SERViCES Govel'llo, Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

December 6, 2016 

Dr. Sue Johnson 
District Representative 
Savanna Elementary School District 
1330 South Knott Avenue 
Anaheim, CA 92804 

Dear Dr. Johnson: 

RE: Application Number 57/66696-00-003 

The Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) received the District's request to participate in the Priority Funding 
process for the Priority Funding filing round which began on November 9, 2016 and ends December 8, 2016. 
However, the project listed in your letter is located on the "Unfunded List (Lack of Authority)" and is not eligible to 
participate in the filing round as the District has not yet received an unfunded approval. 

Therefore, I am returning your original request letter for the submitted application at Reid Elementary. If you have 
any questions, you may contact me at (916) 375-3108 or Tracy.Sharp@dgs.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

< st\ft,{Lf 
TRACY SHARP 
Supervisor 
Office of Public School Construction 

Enclosure 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION I State of California ISlate and Consumer Services Agency 
707 3rd Street I West Sacramento, CA 95605 I t 916.376.1771 I www.dgs.ca.gov/opsc 
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DR. SUE JOHNSON 
SUPERINTENDENT 

ATTACHMENT H

cSavanna cSchool 'JJistrict 
1330 SOUTH KNOTT AVENUE 

ANAHEIM, CALIFORNIA 92804-4798 
PHONE: (714) 236-3800 November 30, 20 l 6 

Office of Public School Construction 
Subject: Priority Funding Round 
707 3rd Street 
West Sacramento, CA95606 

Re: Savanna School District 

Reid Elementary School Modernization 

Unfunded OPSC Application #57/66696-00-003 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Per the regulations requiring semi-annual certification of a project's funding status, established at the May 

25, 2011 State Allocation Board (SAB) meeting, the Savanna School District would like to request that 
the existing unfunded approval for the Reid Elementary School Modernization Project be convetied to an 
Appottionment. 

The District, in making this request, understands the following: 

I. Savanna School District understands that the time limit on fund release shall be no more than 
90 days from the date of Apportionment. 

2. Savanna School District acknowledges that failure. to submit a completed Fund Release 
Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) within the 90-day period will result in the project being rescinded 

without fu1ther Board action. A rescinded application will revert back to an unfunded approval at the 
bottom ofthe unfunded list and cannot be guaranteed bondi"ng authority. The application will receive 
a new Unfunded Approval date equivalent to the due date ofthe Form SAB 50-05. In the case that 

multiple rescissions are made by the Board, each separate application will be placed at the bottom of 
the unfunded approvals list in the order of the original unfunded approval date. The District will not 
be required to re-s ubmit the application and no further application review will be required. 

3. Savanna School District acknowledges that by participating in the priority funding round, the 
district is waiving its right to a standard 18-month timeline for fund release submittal. 

Please don't hesitate to contact us if there is any further info1mation needed. 

Thank you for the opp01tunity to submit this request. 

Sincere! 
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Tuesday, November 21, 2017 at 9:28:54 PM Pacific Standard Time 

Subject: Priority Funding Request Letter 

Date: Thursday, December 8, 2016 at 2:31:06 PM Pacific Standard Time 

From: Martin-Guzman, Shannon@DGS 

To: Johnson, Sue 

CC: Sharp, Tracy@DGS 

Attachments: image001.png, Savanna Early Submittal.pdf 

Good Afternoon, 

Attached you will find the pdf version of the letter that was mailed to the District regarding your 
request for an apportionment. The hard copy should arrive within 3-5 business days. If you 
have any questions or concerns please call me anytime using the contact information below. If 
you cannot reach me and need immediate assistance you may contact my supervisor Tracy 
Sharp via email at Tracy.SharP-.@.d.gs.ca.gov or by telephone at 916-375-3108. 

Thank you 

Shannon Martin-Guzman 
Staff Services Analyst 

Office of Public School Construction 
State of California » Department of General Services 
707 3rd St., Sacramento, CA 95605 
httP-_;/.Lwww.dgs.ca.gov/.QP._sc 

Phone 916-376-5211 
Fax 916-375-6721 
Email shannon.martinguzman@dgs.ca.gov 

Page 1 of 1 

771

mailto:shannon.martinguzman@dgs.ca.gov
mailto:Tracy.SharP-.@.d.gs.ca.gov


ATTACHMENT H
Tuesday, November 21, 2017 at 9:27:48 PM Pacific Standard Time 

Subject: School Facility Program Unfunded List Update 

Date: Wednesday, May 10, 2017 at 12:00:06 PM Pacific Daylight Time 

From: Martin-Guzman, Shannon@DGS 

CC: Sharp, Tracy@DGS, LaPask, Brian@DGS 

Attachments: image00l.png 

Good Afternoon School District Representatives, 

You are receiving this notification because your District has a project on the School Facility Program 
(SFP) Unfunded List. . 

OPSC staff contacted your District before the April 24,2017 State Allocation Board (SAB) meeting to 
advise you of an action item on the agenda that asked the SAB to consider providing an unfunded 
approval to all projects on the SFP Unfunded List. This approval would have resulted in these 
projects being placed on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans), which would make the district 
eligible for participation in the priority funding process. However, this item was deferred to the next 
meeting, which is currently scheduled for May 24, 2017. 

Should the SAB take up this item at its next meeting, and approve the action described above, your 
District must participate in the Priority Funding Filing Round that opens on May 10 and closes at 
5pm on June 8, 2017. Lack of participation would result in an occurrence of nonparticipation and a 
second occurrence would result in the project being rescinded without further SAB action. 

However, OPSC can only accept your request to participate in the Priority Filing Round after the 
SAB's approval, not before. Therefore, I encourage you to take these important deadlines into 
consideration when preparing your submittals. 

Lastly, all documents must be signed by the current Superintendent or an Authorized District 
Representative. Should you need additional information on how to update this information or any 
other information, you may contact me at the email address or phone number listed below. 

You may also contact my Supervisor, Tracy Sharp at 916-375-3108 or via email 
at Tracy:.Sharp@rtgs.ca.gov. 

Shannon Martin-Guzman 
Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

Office of Public School Construction 
State of California » Department of General Services 

707 3rd St., Sacramento, CA 95605 
httR.;LLwww.dgs.ca .gov /.Qp_sc 

ATTACHMENT C 
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Tuesday, November 21, 2017 at 9:53:02 PM Pacific Standard Time 

Subject: FW: Return Priority Funding Request Letter 

Date: Thursday, May 18, 2017 at 11:50:06 AM Pacific DaylightTime 

From: Martin-Guzman, Shannon@DGS 

To: Johnson, Sue 

CC: Sharp, Tracy@DGS 

Attachments: image00l.png, Savanna Elem SD Return Letter.pdf 

Hello Dr. Johnson, 

Attached you will find a PDF of the Return Letter that was mailed to your District today. Due to 
the project not receiving Board approval at the April 24, 2017 Board meeting the District is not 
yet eligible to submit a Request Letter. The next opportunity for the Board to consider this 
action is Monday, June 5, 2017. If you have any questions please call or email anytime. 

Thank you 

Shannon Martin-Guzman 
Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

Office of Public School Construction 
State of California » Department of General Services 

707 3rd St., Sacramento, CA 95605 
http_;/./.www.dgs.ca.gov/.QP..SC 

Phone 916-376-5211 
Fax 916-375-6721 
Email shannon.martinguzman@ggs.ca.gov 

ATTACHMENT D 
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Tuesday, November 21, 2017 at 9:26:27 PM Pacific Standard Time 

Subject: OPSC Agenda and Funding Procedures 

Date: Friday, Apri l 21, 2017 at 3:25:29 PM Pacific Daylight Time 

From: Martin-Guzman, Shannon@DGS 

To: Johnson,Sue 

CC: Acosta, Albert 

Attachments: image001.png 

Hello Ms. Johnson, 

Below you will find a link to the OPSC Agenda. I would recommend taking a look at the 
Unfunded List item so that you are aware of the requirements that will go along with your 
unfunded approval. There is also a link below that will give you an overview of the OPSC 
funding procedures. I would like to point out that the dates listed within the procedures are 
only examples. The next priority funding certification round will begin May 10, 2017 and will 
close at 5pm June 8, 2017. If you have any additional question please call or email me 
anytime. 

httR://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/oRsc/SAB Agenda ltems/2017-
04/ARril 24 2017 Agenda.Rdf 

httQ://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/oRsc/Attachments/PF Procedures,Rdf 

Thank you 

Shannon Martin-Guzman 
Staff Services Analyst 

Office of Public School Construction 
State of California » Department of General Services 

707 3rd St., Sacramento, CA 95605 
httP-;/.Lwww.dgs.ca .gov /..Qgsc 

Phone 916-376-5211 
Fax 916-375-6721 
Email shannon.martinguzman@dgs.ca.gov 

ATTACHMENT E 
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ATTACHMENT H

PROCEDURES FOR 

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM FUNDING 

Priority Funding Background 

The priority funding (PF) process was created to allow projects that receive unfunded 
approval by the State Allocation Board (SAB) and are placed on the Unfunded List (Lack 
of AB 55 Loans) to receive an apportionment with accelerated timelines. 

School Facility Program (SFP) Regulation Section 1859.90.2 requires a school district to 
submit a written statement that requests to convert the unfunded approval to an 
Apportionment. Projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of Bond Authority) cannot make this 
request. Any priority funding requests received for projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of 
Bond Authority) will be returned to the district. 

As bond sales take place or cash becomes available, districts that have submitted a 
request for the appropriate six-month period will be eligible for PF apportionments. 

Effective October 1, 2014, SFP Regulations were amended to require projects qualifying 
under the Overcrowding Relief Grant, Career Technical Education Facilities Program 
(CTEFP), and Charter School Facilities Program to participate in the PF process. 

For CTEFP projects, the regulatory amendments would maintain the 12-month period 
pursuant to Section 1859.193(d), providing applicants time to acquire California 
Department of Education (CDE) and Division of the State Architect (DSA) approvals; 
however, the 12-month period would begin on the date of apportionment. Receipt of the 
COE and DSA approved plans and specifications would trigger the 90-day period for the 
application to meet the requirements of a PF apportionment fund release. If an applicant 
does not submit the required CDE and DSA approvals within the 12-month period, the 
apportionment will be rescinded without further SAS action, and the returned CTEFP bond 
authority will be available to the SAS for reallocation to SFP Modernization and New 
Construction projects. 

Nonparticipation in PF Regulations 

SFP regulations currently include requirements for districts with projects on the Unfunded 
List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) to participate in the PF process or risk having their project(s) 
rescinded. The purpose is to avoid having limited bond authority reserved for projects that 
are not being moved forward. 

There are two ways for a school district to choose not to participate in the PF process. Not 
submitting a valid PF request in the 30-day filing period, or submitting a valid PF request 
but failing to submit a valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAS 50-05) to request the 
release of funds within 90 days after the SAS approves an Apportionment. Either one of 

Office of Public School Construction 
Procedures for SFP Funding Page 1 of 5 (Rev. 05/15) 
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these will be considered a nonparticipation "occurrence" as specified in SFP Regulation 
Section 1859.90.3. 

Any project that incurs two nonparticipation occurrences will be removed from the 
Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans), and the PF Apportionment will be rescinded without 
further SAB action. 

PF Request Periods 

SFP regulations established two PF request filing periods per year for projects on the 
Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) to receive apportionments. Each period has a 30-day 
request submittal window. 

The two annual PF filing periods begin on the 2nd Wednesday of May and the 2nd 

Wednesday of November. 

• Filing periods are for 30 calendar days. 
• Requests submitted during a filing period beginning with the 2nd Wednesday of May are 

valid from July 1 until December 31 of that year. 
• Requests submitted during a filing period beginning with the 2nd Wednesday in 

November are valid from January 1 until June 30 of the following year. 
• Requests must be physically received by the Office of Public School Construction 

(OPSC) by 5:00 p.m. on or before the 30th calendar day of each filing period to be 
considered valid. 

Procedure for Participation in the PF Process 

The following outlines the procedures and requirements for districts to take advantage of 
the PF process: 

1. Districts opting to participate in the PF process must submit a request to convert an 
unfunded approval to an Apportionment. All requests must be submitted to the 
following address: 

Office of Public School Construction 
Subject: Priority Funding Round 
707 Third Street 
West Sacramento, California 95605 

It is recommended that districts monitor any mailed requests by tracking the parcel and 
receiving delivery confirmation. 

Office of Public School Construction 
Procedures for SFP Funding Page 2 of 5 (Rev. 05/15) 
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2. The request to convert an unfunded approval to an Apportionment, signed by an 
authorized District Representative, must include each of the project application 
numbers and must state the following: 

Use these three statements in your Priority Funding request- for Career Technical 
Education Facilities Program projects granted an approval without COE and/or OSA 
approved plans. 

• The district acknowledges that failure to submit CDE and DSA approved plans and 
specifications within 12 months of the date of the Apportionment will result in the 
project being rescinded without further action by the SAS. 

• The district understands that, upon submission of the CDE plan approval and the 
DSA approved plans to the OPSC, the district has an additional 90 days to meet 
all of the requirements of a Priority Funding apportionment fund release. 

(Note: The district has up to 12 months to submit the CDE plan approval and DSA 
approved plans to the OPSC, but may submit them prior to 12 months. Regardless 
of when the approved plans are received by the OPSC (within the 12 month limit), 
the district has 90 days from the OPSC received date of the CDE and DSA 
approved plans to meet the requirements of a Priority Funding apportionment fund 
release.) 

• The district acknowledges that by participating in the priority funding round, the 
district is waiving its right to a standard 18-month timeline for fund release 
submittal. 

Use these three statements in your Priority Funding request - for all other projects. 

• The district understands that the time limit on fund release shall be no more than 
90 days from the date of Apportionment. 

• The district acknowledges that failure to submit a completed Form SAS 50-05 within 
the 90-day period will result in the project being rescinded without further action by 
the SAS. A rescinded application will revert back to an unfunded approval at the 
bottom of the unfunded list and cannot be guaranteed bonding authority. The 
application will receive a new unfunded approval date equivalent to the due date of 
the Form SAS 50-05. In the case that multiple rescissions are made by the SAS, 
each separate application will be placed at the bottom of the unfunded approvals list 
in the order of the original unfunded approval date. The district will not be required 
to resubmit the application and no further application review will be required. 

(Example: Two applications are rescinded with unfunded approval dates of January 
27, 2010 and February 24, 2010. The application that received an unfunded 
approval on January 27 would be placed on the unfunded list first, followed by the 
application that received an unfunded approval on February 24). 

Office of Public School Construction 
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• The district acknowledges that by participating in the priority funding round, the 
district is waiving its right to a standard 18-month timeline for fund release submittal. 

3. Districts may request an apportionment for Design Only applications under the PF 
process. Design Only applications receiving an apportionment will receive an 
automatic fund release without submitting a Form SAB 50-05; however, Design Only 
applications must still submit a request to convert an unfunded approval to an 
Apportionment which contains all of the statements outlined in Section 2. 

4. Financial Hardship districts with projects on the unfunded approvals list that wish to 
participate in the PF filing period must undergo a review of their financial records to 
determine if they have any additional funds available to contribute to their project(s) 
prior to receiving an actual Apportionment. For projects added to an unfunded list 
between February 25, 2009 and June 30, 2011 , only the district's revenue received on 
or after July 1, 2011 will be considered in the calculations of available funds. Projects 
added to an unfunded list after July 1, 2011 will be subject to a review of additional 
funds available. 

5. Any requests to participate in the PF process not converted to Apportionments shall 
retain their date order position on the unfunded approvals list. Request letters of 
projects not converted to Apportionments will not be returned to the district or kept by 
the OPSC. 

6. The OPSC cannot accept request letters during a PF request period for any projects 
placed on the Unfunded List (Lack of Bond Authority). 

The PF process was created to allow projects that received an Unfunded Approval 
(Lack of AB 55 Loans) to receive an Apportionment with accelerated timelines. SFP 
Regulation Section 1859.90.2 requires a school district to submit a written statement 
that requests to convert the unfunded approval to an Apportionment. Projects on the 
Unfunded List (Lack of Bond Authority) cannot make this request. Any PF requests 
received for projects on the Unfunded List (Lack of Bond Authority) will be returned to 
the district. 

Future PF List Terms 

7. Dates of recent and upcoming request periods are shown below: 

Ninth PF Request Period 
• Filing Period Begins: May 13, 201 5 
• Filing Period Ends: June 11, 2015 
• Requests are Eligible for Apportionment: July 1, 2015 through 

December 31 , 2015 

Office of Public School Construction 
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Tenth PF Request Period 
• Filing Period Begins: November 11, 2015 
• Filing Period Ends: December 10, 2015 
• Requests are Eligible for Apportionment: January 1, 2016 through 

June 30, 2016 

Fund Release Authorizations 

8. For all applicable programs except CTEFP: From the date that the SAB converts its 
unfunded approval to an Apportionment, the district will have 90 days to submit a 
completed Form SAB 50-05 that meets all of the existing requirements . 

For Career Technical Education Facilities Program projects: From the date that the 
SAB converts its unfunded approval to an Apportionment, the district will have 12 
months to submit CDE and DSA approved plans and specifications for the project. 
From the date the OPSC receives the CDE and DSA approved plans and 
specifications, the district will have 90 days to submit a completed Form SAB 50-05 
that meets all of the existing requirements. 

The Form SAB 50-05 submittal must contain an original signature from a designated 
District Representative and must be physically received by the OPSC at: 

Office of Public School Construction 
707 Third Street 
West Sacramento, California 95605 

The Form SAB 50-05 must be delivered to OPSC prior to the close of business on the 
90th day. Projects that fail to meet this deadline shall be rescinded with no further action 
by the SAB. A rescinded application will revert back to an unfunded approval at the 
bottom of the unfunded approvals list and cannot be guaranteed bonding authority. The 
new unfunded approval date will be equivalent to the due date of the Form SAB 50-05. 
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ATTACHMENT H
Tuesday, November 21, 2017 at 9:25:59 PM Pacific Standard Time 

Subject: Form SAB 50-05 Submittal - December 5, 2017 Deadline 

Date: Wednesday, October 11, 2017 at 2:50:54 PM Pacific Daylight Time 

From: Martin-Guzman, Shannon@DGS 

CC: Watanabe, Michael@DGS, LaPask, Brian@DGS, Sharp, Tracy@DGS, Cunneen, Erin@DGS, 
Felseghi, Paula@DGS, Mccarroll, Jeremy@DGS, Xu, Su@DGS 

Attachments: image00l.png 

Good Afternoon, 

Your District received a School Facility Program (SFP) Apportionment on September 6, 2017. 
Provisions of receiving a Priority Funding Apportionment stipulate that your District must 
certify that it has already provided, or will provide, its funding share for the project, and that it 
has entered into a construction contract for at least 50 percent of the work included in the 
project within 90 days of the Apportionment, by submitting a Form SAB 50-05. 

Please note that the Form SAB 50-05 submittal must contain an original signature from a 
designated District Representative and must be physically received by OPSC at 707 Third 
Street, West Sacramento, CA 95605 prior to close of business (5 p.m.) on December 5, 
2017. 

For additional details the District will be receiving an OPSC 60 Day Reminder Letter within 3-5 
business days. If you have additional questions you may contact me using the information 
below. If I am not available and you need immediate assistance you may reach my 
Supervisor, Tracy Sharp at 916-375-3108. 

Thank you 

Shannon Martin-Guzman 
Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

Office of Public School Construction 
State of California » Department of General Services 
707 3rd St., Sacramento, CA 95605 
httP..;LLwww.dgs.ca.gov/..Qg_sc 

Phone 916-376-5211 
Fax 916-375-6721 
Email shannon.martinguzman@dgs.ca.gov 

ATTACHMENT F 
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ATTACHMENT H

From: Kirk Nicholas 
To: DGS OPSC-Communications 
Subject: Application of the Construction Cost Index Changes to Projects Previously on the Unfunded List 
Date: Monday, July 31, 2023 9:59:22 AM 

CAUTION: This email originated from a NON-State email address. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
are certain of the sender’s authenticity. 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My name is Dr. Kirk Nicholas. I am the superintendent of Lammersville Unified School District. Our 
district was greatly impacted by the action of the State Allocation Board to withhold the 
apportionment award in its full amount with its 2017 decision. I spoke at the June 2017 meeting of 
the SAB about this issue and its direct effect on our district. My argument at that time, as it is now, is 
that every district has received funding of the proper amount, with the exception of the parties in 
this matter; they should be made whole. Facilities needs are ever present. It is in the SAB’s authority 
to right this wrong. 

As a matter of prudence, the State of California has the funding. Funds for facilities were set aside by 
the Governor/Legislature with the $95 billion state budget surplus just a year ago. There will be a 
new state construction bond initiative for multiples of billions of dollars in 2024. The time to act is 
now as the districts affected by the 2017 decision should not bear the burden of a fixable, 
problematic decision. Equity in funding is at the center of this request. The students in the affected 
districts deserve the same support in facilities funds as all other districts who have been fully funded. 
These funds will be put to use and this will directly and positively impact students. 

On behalf of the Board of Trustees of Lammersville Unified School District, we respectfully request 
that the State Allocation Board, in alignment with the Santa Ana Unified School District appeal 
request, choose to apply the correct statutory adjustments to the apportionment of all affected 
districts, including Lammersville Unified School District. 

Sincerely, 

Kirk Nicholas 
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ATTACHMENT H

5816 Corporate Avenue, Suite 100, Cypress, CA 90630 
p: 714.220.6911 f: 714.828.6652 

www.cypsd.org 

Office of the Superintendent 

July 31, 2023 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
           

 

 

      
                    

 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
 

   

  
  

   
  

 

      
   

  
  

 
    

    
  

   

    
  

  
       

 
     

 

  
 

     
 

 
  

 
 
 

 
 

 
  

   

CYPRESS SCHOOL DISTRICT-------------------------

Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer 
Office of Public School Construction 
707 Third Street, Fourth Floor 
West Sacramento, CA 95605 

Dear Madam Chair and Members of the State Allocation Board: 

I formally request that the Board take action at its regularly scheduled meeting on August 23, 2023, to approve the 
increase in the Construction Cost Index (CCI) that should have been applied to the apportionments made by your 
predecessors approximately six years ago at their meeting of September 6, 2017. I urge you to review this situation 
with fresh eyes and not simply rubber-stamp an arbitrary decision made by a previous Board that ultimately harmed 
school districts. Please take action to approve the inclusion of the CCI. 

Enclosed is a copy of the appeal packet filed with OPSC in November 2017, consistent with the Board Rules and OPSC 
procedures. Please note that then Chair Eraina Ortega herself rejected this appeal. A copy of her rejection letter is also 
enclosed for your review. Such denial of a school district to be heard is neither consistent with Board Rules nor OPSC 
procedures. Further, the Chair had no authority to personally reject our appeal. Nowhere in state statute is such 
authority granted to an individual member of the Board. Education Code §17070.35 establishes the duties of the 
collective Board, not the duties of just one member. 

Notwithstanding any legal arguments offered to you by the Attorney General or his team of attorneys in their attempts 
to advise you, I request that you simply do the right thing: 

Take action to make the proper adjustments adding the CCI to the apportionments listed for September 6, 2017. 

My further request is that you make the adjustments at the 2023 grant level. This will help mitigate the construction 
costs that have skyrocketed over the past six years. 

I’d also like to note that the AG and his attorneys get paid every day, whether they are defending you as a Board or 
involved in other litigation. However, we had to make the tough decision to spend precious District funds to defend our 
schools when the Board Chair capriciously rejected our appeal. To be heard, we had to challenge this decision in court 
which has been an expensive endeavor. Meanwhile, our facility needs have continued to grow over these past six years 
while awaiting the CCI apportionments we believe are owed. 

Finally, we wholly disagree with the approach and recommended action of OPSC. The history is flawed and the 
arguments are circuitous. The action that is proposed treats Cypress School District differently than others, simply by 
virtue of our earlier date of Board “recognition” of having followed all the rules when the Board designated our project 
“approved as unfunded.” 

The time has come. Please do the right thing and take action to fund our CCI. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Silavs 
Superintendent 

Enclosures:  Appeal Packet dated 11-22-17 
SAB Denial Letter dated 12-19-17 

We inspire and empower . . . Every student, Every moment, for Every opportunity! 
Board of Trustees:   Candice Kern  Sandra Lee    Brian Nakamura    Bonnie Peat  Lydia Sondhi, Ph.D. 

Superintendent:  Anne Silavs 782
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ATTACHMENT H

Office ofthe Superintendent 
CYPRESS SCHOOL DISTRICT -------------------------

9470 Moody Street, Cypress, CA 90630 
p : 714.220.6911 f : 714.220.6909 

November 22, 2017 www.cypsd.org 

Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer 
Office of Public School Construction 
Department of General Services 
707 Third Street, 6th Floor 
West Sacramento, CA 95605 

Dear Ms. Silverman: 

RE: Appeal to the State Allocation Board 
Project: Steve Luther Elementary School, OPSC #57/66480-00-004 

This letter serves as notice that the Cypress School District intends to file a formal appeal to the State Allocation Board 
and with you, the Executive Officer at the Office of Public School Construction, Department of General Services. 

At issue is the funding of an apportionment for the Steve Luther Elementary School modernization project. It is our 
understanding that the Board has proposed using the 2012 per pupil grant level rather than the existing 2017 per 
pupil grant level. As a result of this decision, the Cypress School District is being denied adequate funding for that 
project, which amounts to a loss of $272,000. 

Founded in 1895, the Cypress School District is comprised of six elementary schools and is located in Orange County. 
Our ability to modernize SO-year-old school sites was only made possible through the passage of a local bond measure 
in 2008 (a first in district history) and the state's School Facility Program. Due to a lack of program funding, the 
district was forced to take on sizable debt to complete modernization of its fourth and fifth schools and was unable to 
fully complete the sixth school. As a result, we have broken a promise to our community, and we do not have 
educational equity across all our schools. This is why the passage of Proposition 51 was so important to the district. 
The fact that OPSC/DGS and the Board do not intend to fully meet their obligation under current statute (California 
Education Code Chapter 12.5) is a tremendous blow to our district. Being located adjacent to Los Angeles County 
means we complete for construction services with significantly larger districts with bigger projects and substantially 
greater capital resources. Coupled with a recent 25 percent increase in construction costs puts our little school district 
at a big disadvantage. In the simplest terms, this decision will have a true and negative impact on the students sitting 
in our classrooms today. 

As soon as possible, I am requesting the opportunity to meet with you personally to seek resolution for denial of 
adequate funding. 

Enclosed with this letter is the signed and dated SAB Form 189. Please note that we are also submitting the SAB 50-05 
document in advance of the required deadline of December 5, 2017, in order to secure the project apportionment. Our 
intent is to pursue redress of this matter either through you or formally through the Board after receiving the 
apportionment for Steve Luther Elementary School. 

Thank you for kind assistance in this matter. 

tlu]Jk 
n e · ilavs 

District Superintendent 

Enclosures 

cc: Board of Trustees 
Citizens Oversight Committee 

rJt)e lm'pure a1ulClfr/Otf/l?l' . .• g(/6l''f t'tii&1tT,8m1•r lf«/HWN,T,ft' VCl''f orpmr1ii:t,ufI 
Board of Trustees: Candice Kern Sandra Lee Donna McDougall Brian Nakamura Lydia Sondhi, Ph.D. 

Superintendent: Anne Silavs 783
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ATTACHMENT H
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

SCHOOL DISTRICT APPEAL REQUEST 

SAB 189 (REV 10/09) 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

School districts are required to use this form to initiate an appeal 
for consideration by the State Allocation Board (SAB).The district 
must state specifically the purpose and description of the district's 
request. The district must submit all supporting documentation to 
the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC). Requests for SAB 
consideration are processed to the Board upon receipt by the OPSC 
of al l required documentation and upon completion of a thorough 
analysis by the OPSC. 

STATEALLOCATION BOARD 
OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 

Page 1 of 2 

SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS 

Purpose of Request 
Provide a brief statement of the district's request and number the 
components of the request if it has multiple parts. 

Basis of Request 
Site the applicable references in law, regulation, or other basis. 

Description 
Include the following in the description: 

1. The background and circumstances which prompted the 
district's request. 

2. Information relevant to the issues of the request. 
3. The sequence of events and participants pertinent to the issues. 
4. A statement explaining why the SAB should grant the 

district's request based on law, regulation, or other basis, as 
cited in above. 

Attachments 
Attach substantiating documentation as necessary to support the 
district's request. Note that all supporting documentation must be 
received by the OPSC prior to presentation to the SAB. 
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ATTACHMENT H
STATE ALLOCATION BOARD

STATE OF CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
SCHOOL DISTRICT APPEAL REQUEST 

Page2 of 2
SAB 189 (REV 10/09) 

SCHOOL DISTRICT APPLICATION NUMBER 

Cypress School District 57 /66480-00-004 
SCHOOL NAME COUNTY 

Steve Luther Elementary School Orange 
DISTRICT REPRESENTATIVE E-MAIL ADDRESS 

Anne Silavs asilavs@cypsd .org 

Purpose of Request: 

The Cypress School District requests that the State Allocation Board provide apportionment funding 
based upon 2017 Pupil Grant amounts for the Steve Luther Elementary School Modernization 
Project, apportioned on September 6, 2017. 

Basis of Request: 

!iJ Law(Statute) _1_70_7_0_.1_5_(a_) ________ 

D Regulation _____________ 

D Other (specify) ____________ 

Description: 

Recent determinations made by the Office of Public School Construction and actions of the State 
Allocation Board (Board) on September 6, 2017, have resulted in less funding reserved for the 
District's project than required by Education Code 17070.1 S(a). Those determinations have denied 
adequate funding opportunities for Luther Elementary School. The first and only apportionment that 
is a reservation of funds for Luther Elementary School occurred on September 6, 2017, not in the 
action taken by the Board in 2012. At that time the project was simply added to the "True Unfunded 
List;" no apportionment was made at that time. Education Code 17070.1 S(a) states that, an 
"Apportionment means a reservation of funds for the purpose of eligible new construction, 
modernization or hardship approved by the board for an applicant school district." 

The District formally appeals the actions identified as inconsistent with the cited statute. The District 
respectfully requests funding for the project at the 2017 per-pupil grant level by augmenting the 
September 6, 2017 apportionment by the difference of the higher 2017 grant amount as compared 
with the 2012 grant amount cited in the State Allocation Board item. 

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED DISTRICT REPRESENTATIVE DATE 

II 22 I 
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ATTACHMENT H
STATE OF CALIFORNIA Edmund G Brown Jr., Governor 

STATE ALLOCAT ION BOARD 
707 3rd Street 
West Sacramento, CA 95605 
http://www.dgs.ca.gov/opsc 

RECEIVED 
December 19, 2017 

DEC 2 2 2017 
Ms. Anne Silavs 

CYPRESS S1:HOOL DISTRICTSuperintendent 
SUPERINTENDENT'S OFFICCypress School District 

9470 Moody Street 
Cypress, CA 90630 

Dear Ms. Silavs: 

The Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) has received the Cypress School District's (District) 
request for a hearing regarding the allocation of funds for the Steve Luther Elementary School 
modernization project using 2012 per pupil grant amounts. In your letter dated November 22, 2017, the 
District is requesting that the project be funded at 2017 per pupil grant levels rather than the 2012 
amounts. 

At the June 5, 2017 State Allocation Board (Board) meeting action was taken to approve your project, 
along with 128 other projects, to be assigned Proposition 51 bond authority. Before the June 5, 2017 
action, the District's project was on the Unfunded List and had been previously approved by the Board in 
2012 with 2012 per pupil grant levels. The action taken on June 5, 2017 was only to assign bond authority, 
not to reapprove the projects at a different grant level. The District is appealing the Board's action and 
requesting that its project be reapproved at the 2017 per pupil grant level. 

After conferring with legal counsel, I have determined that there is no legal process by which the Board can 
consider an appeal of its own action. Accordingly, the District's request for an appeal hearing on this matter 
is denied. The appropriate time to object to the action was at the times described below when the issue 
came before the SAB. 

• In April 2017, the Board provided a public hearing for consideration of approval of Unfunded List 
projects for Proposition 51 bond authority. Board action on that item was postponed until the June 
5, 2017 meeting. 

• The Board then took action on June 5, 2017 to approve Proposition 51 bond authority for projects 
on the Unfunded List as they were approved originally with 2012 level per pupil grant amounts. 

• On September 6, 2017, the Board provided a public hearing to approve ~pportionments to your 
project and others. At that hearing, there was Board discussion acknowledging that the action was 
to approve your project and other Unfunded List projects at the 2012 per pupil grant level as 
originally approved. · · 

For these reasons, I have directed OPSC Staff to return the submitted School District Appeal Request to 
you. Should you have any questions, you may contact Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer, at 
(916) 375-4751. 

Sincerely, 

Erain~ r&mf 
State Allocation Board 

cc: Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer, State Allocation Board 
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CYPRESS SCHOOL DISTRICT 

ATTACHMENT H

Maintenance/Operations, Transportation, and Technology 

5851 Newman Street, Cypress, CA 90630 
p: 714.220.6952 f: 714.220.6906 

www.cypsd.org
July 31, 2023 

Dear State Allocation Board Members. 

The Cypress Elementary School District disagrees with the recommendations provided in the Office of 
Public-School Construction (OPSC) write up related to CCI adjustments and requests that the State 
Allocation Board provide the grant amount that was in place when the project(s) was(were) apportioned. 
The District submitted an appeal of this action after the SAB used the old grant amount to fund these 
projects. Our appeal was not heard by the Board. We hope that the SAB will listen to our concerns and 
consider the impact of this decision on our projects. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations will result in our 57/66480-00-004 Luther Elementary 
Modernization project losing $271,686 in funding that should be going to improve the school facilities for 
our students. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations treats projects that were submitted mere days apart in vastly 
different ways. The last project on the list included in the OPSC write up was submitted to OPSC on 
October 31, 2012. OPSC is recommending this project, along with all other projects on the list, be denied 
the grant in place on the date of apportionment. Projects submitted days later, in November of 2012, 
were given the grant amount in effect at the time of apportionment. Projects submitted 30 days apart are 
receiving grant amounts that are four years apart. We believe this treatment is inconsistent and denies 
our students the funding for which they are eligible. 

Sincerely, 

7l
Teresa Lennox 
Director of Maintenance/Operations, Transportations, and Technology 

We inspire and empower . .. Every student, Every moment,Jor Every opportunity! 
Board of Trustees: Candice Kern Sandra Lee Brian Nakamura Lydia Sondhi, Ph.D. Troy Tanaka 

Superintendent: Anne Silavs 787

www.cypsd.org


ATTACHMENT H
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

STATE ALLOCAT ION BOARD 
707 3rd Street 
West Sacramento, CA 95605 
http://www.dgs.ca.gov/opsc 

Edmund G Brown Jr., Governor 

RECEIVED 
December 19, 2017 

DEC 2 2 2017 
Ms. Anne Silavs 

CYPRESS S1:HOOL DISTRICTSuperintendent 
SUPERINTENDENT'S OFFICCypress School District 

9470 Moody Street 
Cypress, CA 90630 

Dear Ms. Silavs: 

The Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) has received the Cypress School District's (District) 
request for a hearing regarding the allocation of funds for the Steve Luther Elementary School 
modernization project using 2012 per pupil grant amounts. In your letter dated November 22, 2017, the 
District is requesting that the project be funded at 2017 per pupil grant levels rather than the 2012 
amounts. 

At the June 5, 2017 State Allocation Board (Board) meeting action was taken to approve your project, 
along with 128 other projects, to be assigned Proposition 51 bond authority. Before the June 5, 2017 
action, the District's project was on the Unfunded List and had been previously approved by the Board in 
2012 with 2012 per pupil grant levels. The action taken on June 5, 2017 was only to assign bond authority, 
not to reapprove the projects at a different grant level. The District is appealing the Board's action and 
requesting that its project be reapproved at the 2017 per pupil grant level. 

After conferring with legal counsel, I have determined that there is no legal process by which the Board can 
consider an appeal of its own action. Accordingly, the District's request for an appeal hearing on this matter 
is denied. The appropriate time to object to the action was at the times described below when the issue 
came before the SAB. 

• In April 2017, the Board provided a public hearing for consideration of approval of Unfunded List 
projects for Proposition 51 bond authority. Board action on that item was postponed until the June 
5, 2017 meeting. 

• The Board then took action on June 5, 2017 to approve Proposition 51 bond authority for projects 
on the Unfunded List as they were approved originally with 2012 level per pupil grant amounts. 

• On September 6, 2017, the Board provided a public hearing to approve ~pportionments to your 
project and others. At that hearing, there was Board discussion acknowledging that the action was 
to approve your project and other Unfunded List projects at the 2012 per pupil grant level as 
originally approved. · · 

For these reasons, I have directed OPSC Staff to return the submitted School District Appeal Request to 
you. Should you have any questions, you may contact Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer, at 
(916) 375-4751. 

Sincerely, 

Erain~ r&mf 
State Allocation Board 

cc: Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer, State Allocation Board 
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ATTACHMENT H

Office ofthe Superintendent 
CYPRESS SCHOOL DISTRICT -------------------------

9470 Moody Street, Cypress, CA 90630 
p : 714.220.6911 f : 714.220.6909 

November 22, 2017 www.cypsd.org 

Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer 
Office of Public School Construction 
Department of General Services 
707 Third Street, 6th Floor 
West Sacramento, CA 95605 

Dear Ms. Silverman: 

RE: Appeal to the State Allocation Board 
Project: Steve Luther Elementary School, OPSC #57/66480-00-004 

This letter serves as notice that the Cypress School District intends to file a formal appeal to the State Allocation Board 
and with you, the Executive Officer at the Office of Public School Construction, Department of General Services. 

At issue is the funding of an apportionment for the Steve Luther Elementary School modernization project. It is our 
understanding that the Board has proposed using the 2012 per pupil grant level rather than the existing 2017 per 
pupil grant level. As a result of this decision, the Cypress School District is being denied adequate funding for that 
project, which amounts to a loss of $272,000. 

Founded in 1895, the Cypress School District is comprised of six elementary schools and is located in Orange County. 
Our ability to modernize SO-year-old school sites was only made possible through the passage of a local bond measure 
in 2008 (a first in district history) and the state's School Facility Program. Due to a lack of program funding, the 
district was forced to take on sizable debt to complete modernization of its fourth and fifth schools and was unable to 
fully complete the sixth school. As a result, we have broken a promise to our community, and we do not have 
educational equity across all our schools. This is why the passage of Proposition 51 was so important to the district. 
The fact that OPSC/DGS and the Board do not intend to fully meet their obligation under current statute (California 
Education Code Chapter 12.5) is a tremendous blow to our district. Being located adjacent to Los Angeles County 
means we complete for construction services with significantly larger districts with bigger projects and substantially 
greater capital resources. Coupled with a recent 25 percent increase in construction costs puts our little school district 
at a big disadvantage. In the simplest terms, this decision will have a true and negative impact on the students sitting 
in our classrooms today. 

As soon as possible, I am requesting the opportunity to meet with you personally to seek resolution for denial of 
adequate funding. 

Enclosed with this letter is the signed and dated SAB Form 189. Please note that we are also submitting the SAB 50-05 
document in advance of the required deadline of December 5, 2017, in order to secure the project apportionment. Our 
intent is to pursue redress of this matter either through you or formally through the Board after receiving the 
apportionment for Steve Luther Elementary School. 

Thank you for kind assistance in this matter. 

tlu]Jk 
n e · ilavs 

District Superintendent 

Enclosures 

cc: Board of Trustees 
Citizens Oversight Committee 

rJt)e lm'pure a1ulClfr/Otf/l?l' . .• g(/6l''f t'tii&1tT,8m1•r lf«/HWN,T,ft' VCl''f orpmr1ii:t,ufI 
Board of Trustees: Candice Kern Sandra Lee Donna McDougall Brian Nakamura Lydia Sondhi, Ph.D. 

Superintendent: Anne Silavs 789
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ATTACHMENT H
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

SCHOOL DISTRICT APPEAL REQUEST 

SAB 189 (REV 10/09) 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

School districts are required to use this form to initiate an appeal 
for consideration by the State Allocation Board (SAB).The district 
must state specifically the purpose and description of the district's 
request. The district must submit all supporting documentation to 
the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC). Requests for SAB 
consideration are processed to the Board upon receipt by the OPSC 
of al l required documentation and upon completion of a thorough 
analysis by the OPSC. 

STATEALLOCATION BOARD 
OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 

Page 1 of 2 

SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS 

Purpose of Request 
Provide a brief statement of the district's request and number the 
components of the request if it has multiple parts. 

Basis of Request 
Site the applicable references in law, regulation, or other basis. 

Description 
Include the following in the description: 

1. The background and circumstances which prompted the 
district's request. 

2. Information relevant to the issues of the request. 
3. The sequence of events and participants pertinent to the issues. 
4. A statement explaining why the SAB should grant the 

district's request based on law, regulation, or other basis, as 
cited in above. 

Attachments 
Attach substantiating documentation as necessary to support the 
district's request. Note that all supporting documentation must be 
received by the OPSC prior to presentation to the SAB. 
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ATTACHMENT H
STATE ALLOCATION BOARD

STATE OF CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
SCHOOL DISTRICT APPEAL REQUEST 

Page2 of 2
SAB 189 (REV 10/09) 

SCHOOL DISTRICT APPLICATION NUMBER 

Cypress School District 57 /66480-00-004 
SCHOOL NAME COUNTY 

Steve Luther Elementary School Orange 
DISTRICT REPRESENTATIVE E-MAIL ADDRESS 

Anne Silavs asilavs@cypsd .org 

Purpose of Request: 

The Cypress School District requests that the State Allocation Board provide apportionment funding 
based upon 2017 Pupil Grant amounts for the Steve Luther Elementary School Modernization 
Project, apportioned on September 6, 2017. 

Basis of Request: 

!iJ Law(Statute) _1_70_7_0_.1_5_(a_) ________ 

D Regulation _____________ 

D Other (specify) ____________ 

Description: 

Recent determinations made by the Office of Public School Construction and actions of the State 
Allocation Board (Board) on September 6, 2017, have resulted in less funding reserved for the 
District's project than required by Education Code 17070.1 S(a). Those determinations have denied 
adequate funding opportunities for Luther Elementary School. The first and only apportionment that 
is a reservation of funds for Luther Elementary School occurred on September 6, 2017, not in the 
action taken by the Board in 2012. At that time the project was simply added to the "True Unfunded 
List;" no apportionment was made at that time. Education Code 17070.1 S(a) states that, an 
"Apportionment means a reservation of funds for the purpose of eligible new construction, 
modernization or hardship approved by the board for an applicant school district." 

The District formally appeals the actions identified as inconsistent with the cited statute. The District 
respectfully requests funding for the project at the 2017 per-pupil grant level by augmenting the 
September 6, 2017 apportionment by the difference of the higher 2017 grant amount as compared 
with the 2012 grant amount cited in the State Allocation Board item. 

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED DISTRICT REPRESENTATIVE DATE 

II 22 I 
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ATTACHMENT H

Lake Elementary School District 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES 4672 County Road N 

SUPERINTENDENT/PRINCIPAL 

MICHAEL KARLE, Clerk Orland, California 95963 -8122 SHANE HUMPHREYS 

YOLANDA  MARTINEZ 

1203 APRIL HINE Phone: (530) 865-1255 Fax: (530) 865-

July 28, 2023 

Dear State Allocation Board Members. 

The Lake Elementary School District disagrees with the recommendations provided in the Office of Public School Construction 

(OPSC) write up related to CCI adjustments and requests that the State Allocation Board provide the grant amount that was in 

place when the project(s) was(were) apportioned. 

The District submitted an appeal of this action after the SAB used the old grant amount to fund these projects. Our appeal was not 

heard by the Board. We hope that the SAB will listen to our concerns and consider the impact of this decision on our projects. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations will result in our 57/62596-00-001 Lake Elementary Modernization project losing 

$176,843 in funding that should be going to improve the school facilities for our students. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations treats projects that were submitted mere days apart in vastly different ways. The last project on the 

list included in the OPSC write up was submitted to OPSC on October 31, 2012. OPSC is recommending this project, along with all other 

projects on the list, be denied the grant in place on the date of apportionment. Projects submitted days later, in November of 2012, were given 

the grant amount in effect at the time of apportionment. Projects submitted 30 days apart are receiving grant amounts that are four years apart. 

We believe this treatment is inconsistent and denies our students the funding for which they are eligible. 

Shane Humphreys, M.Ed. 

Superintendent/Principal 

CEO - Chief Energy Officer 

Lake Elementary School District 

4672 County Road N 

Orland, CA 95963 

530.865.1255, ext. 24 

website: lakeschool.org 

facebook: www.facebook.com/lakeelementaryschool 
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ATTACHMENT H

Lake Elementary School District Home of the Panthers www.lakeschool.org 
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ATTACHMENT H

CENTRAL UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
FACILITIES PLANNING & CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 

4605 N. Polk Avenue· Fresno, CA 93722 
Phone: (559} 276-5435 · Fax: (559) 275-0394 

John Rodriguez, Director, Facilities Planning 
Julie Jaurique, Construction Projects Manager 

Katrina Loya, Facilities Planning Manager 

July 31, 2023 

Dear State Allocation Board Members, 

The Central Unified School District ("District") disagrees with the recommendations provided in the 
OPSC write up related to CCI adjustments and requests that the State Allocation Board provide the grant 
amount that was in place when the project was apportioned. 

The District submitted an appeal of this action after the SAB used the old grant amount to fund the 
El Capitan Middle School modernization project 57 /73965-00-006. Our appeal was not heard by the 
Board. We hope that the SAB will listen to our concerns and consider the impact of this decision on our 
projects. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations will result in this project losing $661,877 in funding that should 
be going to improve the school facilities for our students. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations treats projects that were submitted mere days apart in vastly 
different ways. The last project on the list included in the OPSC write up was submitted to OPSC on 
October 31, 2012. OPSC is recommending this project, along with all other projects on the list, be denied 
the grant in place on the date of apportionment. Projects submitted days later, in November of 2012, were 
given the grant amount in effect at the time of apportionment. Projects submitted 30 days apart are 
receiving grant amounts that are four years apart. We believe this treatment is inconsistent and denies our 
students the funding for which they are eligible. 

Sincerely, 

Director, 

District Administration 
Ketti Davis, Superintendent 

Tami Boatright, Assistant Superintendent, Educational Services · Amer Iqbal, Assistant Superintendent, Chief Business Officer 
Jack Kelejian, Assistant Superintendent, Human Resources 

4605 N Polk Avenue· Fresno, California 93722 794
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From: Luis Freese 
To: DGS OPSC-Communications 
Subject: CCI Adjustments 
Date: Monday, July 31, 2023 4:41:06 PM 

ATTACHMENT H

CAUTION: This email originated from a NON-State email address. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
are certain of the sender’s authenticity. 

Dear State Allocation Board Members, 
The West Contra Costa Unified School District disagrees with the recommendations 
provided in the OPSC write up related to CCI adjustments and requests that the State 
Allocation Board provide the grant amount that was in place when the projects were 
apportioned. 
Approving the OPSC recommendations will result in the Peres Elementary (57/61796-00-
044), Gompers High (57/61796-00-045), and Coronado Elementary (57/61796-00-047) 
projects losing $572,585 in funding that should be going to improve the school facilities for 
our students. 
Approving the OPSC recommendations treats projects submitted mere days apart in vastly 
different ways. The last project on the list included in the OPSC write up was submitted to 
OPSC on October 31, 2012. OPSC is recommending this project, along with all other 
projects on the list, be denied the grant in place on the date of apportionment. Projects 
submitted days later, in November of 2012, were given the grant amount in effect at the 
time of apportionment. Projects submitted 30 days apart are receiving grant amounts that 
are four years apart. We believe this treatment is inconsistent and denies our students the 
funding for which they are eligible. 

Luis Freese, Associate Superintendent 
Facilities, Maintenance and Bond 
West Contra Costa Unified School District 
1400 Marina Way South 
Richmond, CA 94804 
(510) 231 1105 
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ATTACHMENT H OAKLAND UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 

OAKLAND BUILT Community Schools, Thriving Students
Department of Facilities Planning and Management 

July 31, 2023 

Dear State Allocation Board Members. 

The Oakland Unified School District disagrees with the recommendations provided in the OPSC 
write up related to CCI adjustments and requests that the State Allocation Board provide the 
grant amount that was in place when the project was apportioned. 
Approving the OPSC recommendations will result in the Washington Elementary (57/61259-00-
070) project losing $36,305 in funding that should be going to improve the school facilities for 
our students. 
Approving the OPSC recommendations treats projects that were submitted mere days apart in 
vastly different ways. The last project on the list included in the OPSC write up was submitted to 
OPSC on October 31, 2012. OPSC is recommending this project, along with all other projects 
on the list, be denied the grant in place on the date of apportionment. Projects submitted days 
later, in November of 2012, were given the grant amount in effect at the time of apportionment. 
Projects submitted 30 days apart are receiving grant amounts that are four years apart. We 
believe this treatment is inconsistent and denies our students the funding for which they are 
eligible. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (510) 879-1307 or 
kenya.chatman@ousd.org . 

Sincerely, 

Ms. Kenya Cha man 
Executive Director 
Facilities, Planning & Management 
Oakland Unified School District 

955 High Street, Oakland, CA 94601 510.535.2728 ph I 510.535-7040 fax 
www.ousd .kl2 .ca .us 796

www.ousd
mailto:kenya.chatman@ousd.org


 

  
       

          
                             

 

   
      

 
  

     

            
           

    

                 
                

     

          
           
 

          
                 

              
       

             
     

             

  

   

 

~ 
~ 

REDONDO BEACH 
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

ATTACHMENT H

July 31, 2023 

State Alloca�on Board 
c/o Office of Public School Construc�on 
707 Third Street, 
West Sacramento, CA  95605 

Dear State Alloca�on Board Members. 

The Redondo Beach Unified School District disagrees with the recommenda�ons provided in the OPSC write up 

related to CCI adjustments and requests that the State Alloca�on Board provide the grant amount that was in 

place when the projects were appor�oned. 

The District submited an appeal of this ac�on a�er the SAB used the old grant amount to fund these projects. Our 
appeal was not heard by the Board. We hope that the SAB will listen to our concerns and consider the impact of 
this decision on our projects. 

Approving the OPSC recommenda�ons will result in our 57/75341-00-019, 57/75341-00-020, 57/75341-00-021 

and 57/75341-00-022 projects losing $330,347 in funding that should be going to improve the school facili�es for 
our students. 

Approving the OPSC recommenda�ons treats projects that were submited mere days apart in vastly different 
ways. The last project on the list included in the OPSC write-up was submited to OPSC on October 31, 2012. OPSC 

is recommending this project, along with all other projects on the list, be denied the grant in place on the date of 
appor�onment. Projects submited days later, in November of 2012, were given the grant amount in effect at the 
�me of appor�onment. Projects submited 30 days apart are receiving grant amounts that are four years apart. 
We believe this treatment is inconsistent and denies our students the funding for which they are eligible. 

Please strongly consider rec�fying this situa�on and approve full funding of our (and other districts’) projects. 

Regards, 

Annete V. Alpern, Ed.D. 

Deputy Superintendent, Administra�ve Services 

1401 Inglewood Avenue, Redondo Beach, California 90278 / Tel: 310.379.5449 / Fax: 310.372.5269 

Board of Educa�on: 
Byung Cho ● Dan Elder ● Raymur Flinn ● Rachel Silverman Nemeth ● Rolf Strutzenberg 

Student Board Member:    Superintendent of Schools: 
Chloe Caywood Dr. Nicole Wesley 797



ATTACHMENT H BOARD OF EDUCATION 
Genoveva Islas, President 

Susan Wittrup, Clerk -..;,, 
Claudia Cazares 
Valerie F. Davis & MEASURE Elizabeth Jonasson Rosas 

Andy Levine 
Keshia Thomas ( Fresno Unified 

Facilities Management & Planning SUPERINTENDENT School District 
Robert G. Nelson, Ed.D. 

Aduevfn? otlli {]lletllR,,it PoteJllio1/ 

July 31, 2023 

Dear State Allocation Board Members, 

The Fresno Unified School District disagrees with the recommendations provided in the OPSC write 
up related to Construction Cost Index (CCI) adjustments and requests that the State Allocation 
Board provide the grant amount that was in place when the projects were apportioned. 

The District submitted an appeal of this action after the SAB used the old grant amounts to fund 
these projects. Our appeal was not heard by the Board. We hope that the SAB will listen to our 
concerns and consider the impact of this decision on our projects. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations will result in our 57 /62166-00-137, 57 /62166-00-138, 
57 /62166-00-139, 57 /62166-00-140, 57 /62166-00-141, 50/62166-00-024, 50/62166-00-025 and 
50/62166-00-026 projects losing $4,126,945 in funding that should be going to improve the school 
facilities for our students. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations treats projects that were submitted mere days apart in 
vastly different ways. The last project on the list included in the OPSC write up was submitted to 
OPSC on October 31, 2012. OPSC is recommending this project, along with all other projects on the 
list, be denied the grant in place on the date of apportionment. Projects submitted days later, in 
November of 2012, were given the grant amount in effect at the time of apportionment. Projects 
submitted 30 days apart are receiving grant amounts that are four years apart. We believe this 
treatment is inconsistent and denies our students the funding for which they are eligible. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Paul ldsvoog 
Chief Operations and Classified Labor Management Officer 

23 09 T ul a r e Street, Fres no, CA 9372 1-22 87 www.fres n o unifi ed . orq 
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ATTACHMENT H

Santa Ana Unified School District 
Facilities Division Jerry Almendarez 
Orin Williams, Assistant Superintendent Superintendent of Schools 

August 1, 2023 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Michael Watanabe 
Chief, Fiscal Services & Chief, Administrative Services 
California Department of General Services 
Interagency Suppo1i Division - Office of Public School Construction 
OPSCCommunications@dgs.ca.gov. 

Re: OPSC Preliminary Report - Application of Construction Cost 
Index Changes to Projects Previously on The Unfunded List 

Dear Mr. Watanabe: 

On July 14, 2023, the Santa Ana Unified School District ("District") received a copy of an 
undated staff report of the Office of Public School Construction ("OPSC") ("Report"), stating its 
recommendation to the State Allocation Board ("SAB") that it make no Construction Cost Index 
("CCI") adjustments to the apportionments made in 2017 to certain district projects which at the 
time were on the Unfunded List, including a District project. The purpose of this correspondence 
is to supplement the limited info1mation provided in the Report concerning the District's position 
regarding this recommendation so that the SAB, in its reconsideration of these apportionments, 
can make an informed decision. 

As noted in the Report, the Court of Appeal has ordered the SAB to reconsider its 2017 
apportionment decisions, modify them if the SAB concludes that is necessary, and provide the 
reasoning it believes suppo1is the results of their reconsideration of the apportionments. Since 
this order requires the SAB to consider the apportionment decisions anew, we were surprised 
that the Report is almost entirely skewed to the position of OPSC, with very limited information 
provided regarding the arguments made by the district petitioners in the writ proceeding as to 
why the apportionments should have been consistent with the 2017 CCI. 

Even more disturbing, the Report contains almost no information concerning the adverse impacts 
to the districts, which were reasonably relying upon the SAB to provide, as it always had done, 
adjustments which reflected the then current CCI. This omission by OPSC was particularly 
surprising in view of the fact that all of the information regarding those impacts was provided to 
the state during the litigation. Furthermore, the OPSC provided districts only two weeks to make 

1601 East Chestnut Avenue, Santa Ana, CA 92701-6322, (714) 480-5356 

BOARD OF EDUCATION 
Carolyn Torres, President • Alfonso Alvarez, Ed.D., Vice President • 

Hector Bustos, Clerk• Katelyn Brazer Aceves, Member• Rigo Rodriguez, Ph.D., Member 
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ATTACHMENT H

those arguments - at a time when most districts have limited operations and have limited 
resources available to them to respond. 

Fiscal Impact to District of2017 Apportiomnents 

On May 11 , 2012, the District submitted a modernization School Facilities Program application 
to OPSC for the Mitchell CDC project, Application No. 57/6667000052 ("Application"). The 
project consisted of the complete reconstruction of the Kenneth E. Mitchell Child Developmental 
Center ("Mitchell CDC"). Mitchell CDC provides a wide variety of early childhood education 
programs, including 11 special education preschool programs, 1 full inclusion Head Start 
program, and an Early Staii Program (children from birth to three years of age), as well as Head 
Start and State Preschool programs. The Mitchell CDC serves approximately 400 to 500 
children, ages birth to five years of age. 

The project entailed demolishing and reconstmcting old and dilapidated buildings and portable 
classrooms at the site with upgrades pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, 
landscaping, paving and asphalt, and a new lunch shelter and covered walkways. In preparing 
and submitting the Mitchell CDC Application the District complied with every mle applicable to 
applying for funds under the State School Facilities Program. 

The District was notified in December 2012 that the Mitchell CDC Application was approved 
and placed on the Unfunded List because the SAB had exhausted all bond authority for funding 
modernization projects like the Mitchell CDC project. 

By 2014, the District decided to begin demolition and constmction of the Mitchell CDC 
modernization project as the upgrades could not wait. The facilities upgrades were needed 
urgently because the dilapidated portable classrooms were serving very young, disabled 
preschool students. However, the existing portables were neither ADA compliant, nor suitable 
for educating preschool students due to their poor condition. To pay for the construction, prior to 
the SAB allocation, the District borrowed from its redevelopment fund and postponed other 
projects, including the Carver Elementary School and Muir Fundamental Elementary School 
"Portables to Permanent" ("P2P") projects. 

The Mitchell CDC project began in late 2014 with demolishing the dilapidated buildings and 
housing the students in temporary portable buildings during this first phase. The District 
continued construction on the Mitchell CDC project through 2017 and began to construct an 
administration building and multipurpose room. 

With the passage ofProposition 51 in 2016, at the SAB meeting on September 6, 2017, the SAB 
approved apportiomnents for 125 of the applications on the Unfunded List, including the 
District' s Mitchell CDC Application. It was not until after the September 6, 2017, SAB meeting 
that the District learned that the SAB apportioned the Mitchell CDC Application at the 2012 per
pupil grant amount for a total grant amount of $3,220,891.00 instead of the 2017 per pupil grant 
amount, which would have totaled $3,783,839.00-a difference of $562,948.00. 

1601 East Chestnut Avenue, Santa Ana, CA 92701-6322, (714) 480-5356 

BOARD OF EDUCATION 
Carolyn Torres, President • Alfonso Alvarez, Ed.D., Vice President • 

Hector Bustos, Clerk• Katelyn Brazer Aceves, Member • Rigo Rodriguez, Ph.D., Member 
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ATTACHMENT H

The District could not have learned of the apportionment at the 2012 per-pupil grant amount 
until just shortly before the apportionment occmTed, because the notice the OPSC posted on its 
website did not indicate the amount of apportionment for the Mitchell CDC Application. 
Blindsided by this omission, the District did not appear at the meeting to take issue with the 
apportiomnent. Adding insult to injury, when the District attempted to appeal the decision, it was 
told that the SAB did not have a process in place to review its own decisions. 

When the District learned that the Mitchell CDC Application was apportioned at the 2012 
amount instead of the 2017 amount, it revised its scope ofwork on the Mitchell CDC project and 
removed the playground portion of construction. Although the Mitchell CDC construction is 
considered completed by the contractor, the playground was never constructed as originally 
planned, due to the shortfall in funding from the SAB. Moreover, the District had to value 
engineer and descope the construction of outdoor shelters and coverings throughout the campus. 
This means that over 400 special needs toddlers and preschoolers at Mitchell CDC have 
insufficient playground equipment and inadequate protection from harsh sunlight or inclement 
weather. In 2017, the $500,000 shortfall the District suffered as a result of the SAB's failure to 
fund the Mitchell CDC Application with the construction cost index increases would have been 
sufficient to provide some necessary outdoor extra-curricular development to the students. 

The SAB's Reliance on Section 1859.107 is Misplaced 

The SAB's regulations and long-standing practice confirm that apportionments for new 
construction projects are funded at the per-pupil grant amount as of the year of funding. In fact, 
the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act requires that, "[t]he Board annually shall adjust the 
per-unhoused-pupil apportionment to reflect construction cost changes, as set forth in the 
statewide cost index for class B construction as determined by the board." (Ed. Code § 
17072.10, subd. (b )) Unable to find a statutory exception pertaining to the project funding 
process that authorizes SAB to elect to make the CCI adjustment that doesn't reflect construction 
cost changes, the SAB relies almost entirely upon a misapplication of Section 1859. 107 of the 
SFP Implementing Regulations. Section 1859.107 is entitled "Amending and Withdrawal of 
Applications." The pertinent portion of this regulation states as follows: 

A funding application . . . that has received an approval pursuant to Section 
1859.95 [approved and placed on unfunded list}, but has not received an 
apportionment, may receive an adjustment as allowed under Sections 1859. 71 ... 
or 1859. 78 [respective regulations requiring CCI adjustments for both new 
construction and modernization] at the time the apportionment is made . ... The 
amended application shall retain its OPSC processing date. No other adjustments 
may be made, including those resulting from changes to the regulations prior to 
final funding by the SAE. As an alternative, the application may be withdrawn 
and resubmitted for SAE approval under the provisions ofany amended or new 
regulation that becomes effective prior to the apportionment for the project. The 
district must first request from the OPSC that the application be withdrawn and 
removed from the Unfimded List. The district may then resubmit the application 
to the OPSC under the provisions of the amended or new regulation once it is 
effective. 

1601 East Chestnut Avenue, Santa Ana, CA 92701-6322, (714) 480-5356 

BOARD OF EDUCATION 
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Briefly summarized, 1859 .107 provides for the following: 

• If a district has an approved but unfunded application, a district may withdraw and resubmit an 
application for SAB approval to obtain the benefit of "changes in the regulations" and therefore 
"receive an adjustment," but only if it follows the process in section 1859.107. 

• If the school district decides to "stay in line" (i.e. not withd raw its application) it will not receive 
any adjustment tied to any new regulation. 

The single reference to the "CCI adjustments" is only there to clarify that the CCI adjustments 
are not to be confused with adjustments that may arise from new regulations (remember, the 
subject matter of this regulation for "Amending and Withdrawal of Applications."). The word 
"may" in the first sentence ("may receive an adjustment as allowed under Sections 1859.71 ... 
or 1859. 78") is not intended to grant SAB with discretionary authority for CCI adjustments, it 
means "is still entitled to obtain a CCI adjustment" because it has nothing to do with the subject 
of the regulation, namely, obtaining the benefits of a change in the law, which occurs after an 
application has been approved. 

Furthermore, the SAB made it clear at the time section 1859 .107 was enacted that it would not 
be used to exclude the CCI adjustments from projects waiting on the unfunded lists. And the 
SAB meeting minutes as late as February 22, 2012, make it clear that SAB's legal counsel 
interpreted the regulations and statutes that made the inclusion of the approved CCI adjustments 
mandatory. SAB Staff Counsel, Henry Nanjo was asked at that meeting whether it was 
permissible to defer on including the approved CCI adjustments to unfunded applications which 
had not yet received an apportionment. Mr. Nanjo stated: "Technically, you 're not out of legal 
compliance unless you make an apportionment, and you don't do the adjustment. As long as at 
that time you catch up and you do give the apportionment at that time, you 're fine. " (SAB Mtg. 
transcript 2-22-12, p.120:20-25.) For reasons that remain unclear, SAB chose not to follow the 
advice of their counsel. 

The Report's Conclusions Regarding Completed Projects is Misleading 

The Report states that "The overwhelming majority of projects on the Unfunded List (92.2 
percent) had already been completed or were under contract in advance of2017." However, the 
Report ignores the fact that due to the shortfall in funding caused by the 2017 apportionments, 
districts were forced to descope portions of the projects. As stated above, our District was forced 
to descope the playground portion of the Mitchell CDC Project, adversely impacting over 400 
toddlers and preschoolers at Mitchell CDC. 

Conclusion 

It is our hope that when reviewing its 2017 apportionment decisions, that the SAB will consider 
the information presented in this letter and adjust the apportionment for the Mitchell CDC 
Project so that it captures the shortfall in funding which was denied to the District. 
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Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Assistant Superintendent 

1601 East Chestnut Avenue, Santa Ana, CA 92701-6322, (714) 480-5356 

BOARD OF EDUCATION 
Carolyn Torres, President • Alfonso Alvarez, Ed.D., Vice President • 

Hector Bustos, Clerk • Katelyn Brazer Aceves, Member • Rigo Rodriguez, Ph.D., Member 
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14603 Whittier Boulevard 

Whittier, California 90605 

(714) 761-3007 

Martin A. Hom 

August 1, 2023 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY 

Gayle Miller, Chairperson and Members of the State Allocation Board 

c/o Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer 

Office of Public School Construction 

707 Third Street 

Sacramento CA, 95605 

Subject: Application of Construction Cost Index Changes to Projects Previously on the 

Unfunded List 

Dear Ms. Miller and Members of the State Allocation Board: 

This firm represents the Coalition for Adequate School Housing (“CASH”), Savanna School 

District (“Savanna”), Cypress School District (“Cypress”), Central Unified School District 

(“Central”), and Bakersfield City Elementary School District (“Bakersfield”) and the purpose of 

this correspondence is in response to the Preliminary Report of the Executive Officer for the 

August 23, 2023, State Allocation Board (“SAB”) meeting regarding the Application of 
Construction Cost Index Changes to Projects Previously on the Unfunded List that was issued on 

July 14, 2023. 

Background 

In May 2012, all available bond authority had been exhausted for the School Facilities Program 

(“SFP”).  From May through October 2012, the Office of Public School Construction (“OPSC”) 

continued to receive and process SFP applications as ready for apportionment whenever bond 

funds became available.  In all, 129 applications were placed on the Unfunded List.  The projects 

continued to wait on the Unfunded List until Proposition 51 was passed by the voters on 

November 6, 2016.  Proposition 51 provided the SFP with $7B in bond authority for new 

construction, modernization, charter schools, and career technical education.  

From May 2012 through September 6, 2017, the SAB did not make any apportionments, but did 

approve the following Class B construction cost index (“CCI”) adjustments to the new 

construction and modernization per pupil grants as required by Education Code sections 

17072.10 and 17074.10: 
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State Allocation Board 

August 1, 2023 

Page 2 

ATTACHMENT H

YEAR PERCENT INCREASE INDEX ADOPTED 

2013 3.13% Marshall & Swift 8 California Cities 

2014 1.74% Marshall & Swift 8 California Cities 

2015 4.27% RS Means 

2016 2.79% RS Means 

2017 4.42% RS Means 

Even though Proposition 51 was passed by the voters on November 8, 2016, the SAB did not 

make any apportionments for almost a year, until September 6, 2017, when projects on the 

Unfunded List received apportionments. At the September 6, 2017 SAB meeting there was 

neither an agenda item discussing the application of the construction cost index adjustments to 

the Unfunded List, nor was there any discussion among the SAB board members. Unbeknownst 

to the school districts on the Unfunded List, the apportionments were made at the 2012 per pupil 

grant levels without discussion or reasoning. It wasn’t until after the September 6, 2017, SAB 

meeting that school districts discovered that their apportionments were based on the 2012 per 

pupil grant levels instead of the 2017 levels. 

When the SAB failed to include the CCI adjustments in the 2017 apportionments, the SAB 

denied much needed funding for their school facility projects as follows: 

School District 

Project Name 

App. No. 

Type 

Grant Received Grant-Inflation 

Adjust. Applied 

Difference 

Bakersfield 
Cato M.S. 

50/63321-00-26 
New Construction 

$15,473,429.00 $17,2296,189.00 $1,822,760.00 

Bakersfield 
Fletcher ES 

50/63321-00-27 
New Construction 

$10,048,623.00 $11,247,106.00 $1,198,483.00 

Central 
El Capitan MS 

57/73965-00-006 
Modernization 

$1,502,290.00 $1,764,599.00 $262,309.00 

Central 
Roosevelt 

57/73965-00-007 
Modernization 

$2,147,664.00 $2,547350.00 $399,686.00 

Cypress 
Luther School 

57/66480-00 
Modernization 

$1,955,840.00 $2,227,526.00 $271,686.00 

Savanna 
Reid School 

57/66696-00 
Modernization 

$2,869,227.00 $3,267,791.00 $398,564.00 
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TAO | ROSSINI APC 

State Allocation Board 

August 1, 2023 

Page 3 

The failure to include the CCI adjustments impacted each of the projects on the Unfunded List. 

The construction projects were too urgent to wait for funding prior to beginning construction, so 

the school districts either constructed partial projects, borrowed money internally from other 

funds or other projects, or issued certificates of participation in order to move their much needed 

projects forward. 

For Savanna, in order to move forward with the Reid Project, the District borrowed money 

internally from the funds for another modernization project at Hansen Elementary School 

(opened in 1960) and delayed completion of the STEM Center and Technology Learning Center 

at Hansen.  Every year Savanna is forced to delay these facilities improvements, the students risk 

falling further behind their peers from districts with more resources. Without these resources, 

Savanna’s students will be at a disadvantage as they prepare for secondary schools and toward 

ensuring their college and career readiness.  The impact continues to rise with the cost of 

construction.  While $400,000 might have been enough to complete the project in 2017, it is not 

enough today. 

Cypress School District, another small district with only six schools, was able to finance its 

construction of the Luther project and other projects through Certificates of Participation. The 

costs for doing so approach $1.9 million.  The shortfall from the SFP funding represents 16% of 

these costs, a substantial financial impact. 

Similarly, both Bakersfield and Central borrowed money internally from other projects, which 

delayed the construction of those projects and in some instances, cancelled projects for lack of 

available funds. 

Appeals to the SAB 

After the apportionment of the projects on the Unfunded List, Savanna, Cypress, Bakersfield, 

and Central (among others), filed appeals to the SAB contesting the apportionment of their 

projects at the 2012 per pupil levels instead of the 2017 per pupil grant levels. Instead of 

scheduling the appeals to be heard by the SAB, the Chair unilaterally informed the school 

districts that filed appeals that the appeals were being returned to the school districts without 

action. In one instance, OPSC informed Central that its appeal of the apportionment of its 

projects at the 2012 per pupil grant levels instead of the 2017 levels would be placed on the 90 

day workload plan, only to have it summarily returned by the SAB Chair months later. Those 

actions by the SAB Chair were unprecedented and contrary to the longstanding rules of the SAB. 

Petition for Writ of Mandate 

CASH, Savanna, Cypress, Central and Bakersfield filed Petitions for Writs of Mandates and 

Complaints for Declaratory Relief alleging that the SAB was required by statute to include 

construction cost index in the apportionments to the Unfunded List, that the SAB abused its 

discretion in failing to include the intervening CCI adjustments to the apportionments, and that 
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the SAB had misinterpreted Regulation 1859.107, which allegedly provided the SAB with 

discretion on the application of the CCI adjustments to the Unfunded List. 

During the hearing on the Petition for Writ of Mandate, SAB and OPSC took the position that 

the SAB had unfettered discretion in making the apportionments to eligible school districts and 

that the court had no role in reviewing the SAB decisions.  The trial court held that the SAB 

abused its discretion in making the apportionments to the Unfunded List at the 2012 per pupil 

grant levels because the SAB failed to provide any evidence or reasons why it apportioned the 

Unfunded List at the 2012 per pupil grant levels, when the apportionments were made in 2017 

and 2018, and ordered the SAB to make change the apportionments to the Unfunded List at the 

2017 per pupil grant levels. 

On appeal, the court of appeal agreed with the trial court that the SAB abused its discretion in 

making the apportionments to the Unfunded List at the 2012 per pupil grant levels, without any 

evidence or reasons why the SAB apportioned the projects at those levels, but the court of appeal 

held that the trial court erred in ordering that the Unfunded List be apportioned at the 2017 levels 

as the discretion belonged to the SAB. Accordingly, the apportionment of the Unfunded List has 

been remanded back to the SAB, but that the SAB must provide its reasoning for the level of 

apportionment that it ultimately decides. 

DISCUSSION 

A. The Preliminary Report of the Executive Officer for the August 23, 2023, State 

Allocation Board (“SAB”) meeting regarding the Application of Construction Cost 
Index Changes to Projects Previously on the Unfunded List Fails to Provide a 

Complete Picture for the SAB. 

The court of appeal confirmed that the SAB abused its discretion when it failed to provide the 

court with any evidence or reasoning as to why it denied the application of the intervening CCI 

adjustments to the Unfunded List apportionments.  The Preliminary Report of the Executive 

Officer fails to set forth any of the arguments of the school districts that challenged the SAB’s 

actions, in the rejected SAB appeals filed by the school districts, or the arguments made during 

the litigation, but merely provides that member of the SAB reasons to deny the application of the 

intervening CCI to the Unfunded List apportionments without any statutory or regulatory 

analysis. How is the SAB expected to properly exercise its discretion when OPSC fails to 

provide the SAB members with a complete picture and analysis of the issue? 

This appears to be a deliberate pattern by OPSC to hide information from the public and the SAB 

to the detriment of the school districts participating in the SFP.  The Unfunded List was 

apportioned on September 6, 2017. The Preliminary Report states that there was a discussion 

during the September 6, 2017, meeting regarding the application of the CCI adjustments to the 

Unfunded List.  However, a review of the September 6, 2017, agenda shows that there was no 
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agenda discussion item regarding the application of the CCI adjustment to the Unfunded List.  It 

is merely agendized as “Priority Funding Apportionments.”  Section 4, Agenda, of the Rules and 

Procedures of the State Allocation Board, provides that the SAB meetings are governed by the 

Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act, Government Code section 11120, et al. Although Bagley-

Keene does not require a long description of an item, it must be enough to put the public on 

notice. 

Next, the Judgment on Remand and Writ of Mandate on Remand were signed by the court on 

March 23, 2023, and provided that the SAB had until August 31, 2023, to reconsider the 

application of the CCI to the Unfunded List apportionments. After four months, on July 14, 

2023, OPSC issues an incomplete and ones-sided Preliminary Report of the Executive Officer 

and informed any interested school district that they have until August 1, 2023, a mere 17 days, 

to provide information to the SAB on this issue. This hardly seems like a fair and reasonable 

process. A process that is not set forth in statute, regulation, or policy. It is noteworthy that 

neither advance notice was given, nor did the SAB seek public comment on its intent to exercise 

discretion during the four-month period. 

B. The SAB Did Not Follow its Own Processing Guidelines Under Regulation 1859.107. 

Throughout the litigation, SAB argued that Regulation 1859.107 provided them with the 

discretion to apply the intervening CCI adjustments to the Unfunded List because the regulation 

uses the term “may”. Regulation 1859.107 provides, in pertinent part, that, 

A funding application, with the exception of funding applications identified in 

Subsection (a) below, that has received an approval pursuant to Section 1859.95, 

but has not received an apportion, may receive an adjustment as allowed under 

Sections 1859.711, 1859.71.2(c), 1859.78.4(b) or 1859.782 at the time the 

apportionment is made. 

When this regulation was considered by the SAB at the October 27, 1999, SAB meeting, the 

proposed processing guidelines for Regulation 1859.107 were also presented and adopted by the 

SAB: 

1 1859.71 provides for the annual adjustment of the new construction grant amount by the Class B construction cost 

index. 
2 1859.78 provides for the annual adjustment of the modernization grant amount by the Class B construction cost 

index. 
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Applications Already Funded 

1. A SFP application that has received a full grant funding will not receive 

subsequent grant adjustments to reflect changes in law or administrative 

regulations. 

2. A SFP application that received a full grant funding may not be rescinded and re-

approved in order to receive benefits brought about by changes in law or 

administrative regulations. 

Applications Approved, But Not Yet Funded 

1. A SFP application that has been place on an unfunded list in lieu of an 

apportionment shall not receive subsequent grant adjustments, except as outline in 

no. 2 immediately below, to reflect changes in law or administrative regulations. 

However, the grant shall be adjusted by the construction cost index in effect 

at the time the full funding apportionment is made. [emphasis added] 

2. A SFP application that has been placed on an unfunded list in lieu of an 

apportionment may be withdrawn and resubmitted for SAB approval to receive 

the benefits of changes in law or administrative regulations.  The district must 

first request that the application be withdrawn and removed from the SAB 

approved “unfunded list.  The district may then resubmit the application under the 
provisions of the regulations in effect at the time of the resubmittal.  The re-

submitted application will be treated as a completely new application, and shall 

not receive priority for processing by the OPSC. 

Applications in Process, But Not Approved. 

1. A SFP application submitted but not yet funded or placed on an unfunded list 

shall continue to be processed and funded under the provisions of law and 

regulations in effect at the time of the original application submission.  The 

application will not be adjusted to reflect changes in law or regulations that occur 

prior to SAB approval. 

2. A SFP application submitted but not yet funded or placed on an unfunded list may 

be withdrawn and resubmitted to receive the benefits of changes in law or 

administrative regulations.  The district must first request that the application be 

withdrawn and removed from the OPSC workload list.  The district may then 

resubmit the application under the provisions of the regulations in effect at the 

time of the resubmittal.  The re-submitted application will be treated as a 
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completely new application, receive a new application receipt date and will not 

receive priority for processing by the OPSC. 

3. A SFP application for eligibility determination may be amended at any time to 

receive the benefits of changes in law or administrative regulations.  The 

application for eligibility shall retain its OPSC processing date as long as the 

required amended documentation is received within the processing timelines 

prescribed by the OPSC (i.e. the 15-day letter).  If the application has been 

approved, the amended application will be given a new processing date, once 

received by the OPSC. 

(A copy of the Report of the Executive Officer, dated October 27, 1999, is attached as Exhibit 

A.) 

For those school districts that did not have the benefit of attending the October 26, 1999, SAB 

meeting, on November 8, 1999, OPSC issues Mass Mailer #99-18, which informed all school 

districts and County Offices of Education of the processing guidelines adopted by the SAB in 

relation to Regulation 1859.107. (A copy of Mass Mailer #99-18 is attached as Exhibit B.) 

Therefore, when the SAB adopted Regulation 1859.107, it was clear that it would not be used to 

exclude the CCI adjustments from projects waiting on the unfunded lists. The SAB meeting 

minutes as late as February 22, 2012, also make it clear that SAB’s legal counsel interpreted the 
regulations and statutes that made the inclusion of the approved CCI adjustments mandatory at 

the time of the apportions were made. SAB Staff Counsel, Henry Nanjo, was asked whether it 

was permissible to defer on including the approved CCI adjustments to unfunded applications 

which had not yet received an apportionment. Mr. Nanjo stated: “Technically, you’re not out of 

legal compliance unless you make an apportionment and you don’t do the adjustment. As long 

as at that time you catch up and you do give the apportionment at that time, you’re fine.” (see 
SAB Mtg. transcript 2-22-12, p.120:20-25.) Similarly, SAB member, Kathleen Moore, held the 

same understanding that the CCI adjustment was made at the time the apportionment was made, 

when she stated at the same meeting that, “And I understand that, but I also know that we are out 

of compliance with law.  So, the law states that it’s adjusted at apportionment.”  (see SAB Mtg. 

transcript 2-22-12, p.119:22-24.) 

Under the processing guidelines adopted by the SAB in October 1999, projects on the Unfunded 

List receive the CCI adjustment at the time the apportionment is made.  In this, case, the SAB 

apportioned by Unfunded List at the 2012 per pupil grant levels, when according to the 

processing guidelines, it should have processed the Unfunded List at the 2017 and 20183 per 

pupil grant levels. 

3 There were 4 projects on the Unfunded List that received their apportionments on March 8, 2018. 
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C. It was Not Realistic for a School District to Withdraw its Application and Resubmit. 

In the Preliminary Report, OPSC suggests that if school districts wanted to apply the CCI 

adjustments to their applications, they could have withdrawn the applications and resubmitted 

them. This position is not realistic.  Not only would the school district lose their place in line 

that many had been waiting for 5 years or more, it would likely have run afoul of Regulation 

1859.70 which provides that a school district is ineligible for funding if they occupy the project 

prior to submitting the SFP application to OPSC.  OPSC’s suggestion that school districts 

withdraw and resubmit their applications is not realistic as many of the projects on the Unfunded 

List would then become ineligible for funding. OPSC suggests that many of the projects on the 

Unfunded List were constructed prior to the apportionment date in 2017 and any subsequent CCI 

adjustments might result in a windfall to the school districts.  In reality, these are all urgent 

projects needed to house their students.  As discussed above, other projects were placed on hold 

so that these urgent projects would be constructed using 100% local funds while the school 

districts patiently waited for their apportionments, in some cases, projects were descoped 

(Savanna did not build its Kindergarten bathrooms because it did not have the funds), and some 

projects were simply delayed (Central did not begin construction on one project until 2018). 

Finally, when Proposition 51 was passed by voters in November 2016, it included a provision 

which stated that, “The board may apportion funds to school districts for the purposes of this 

chapter, as it read on January 1, 2015, from funds transferred to the 2016 State School Facilities 

Fund from any source.” (Ed. Code § 17070.41(b).)  There is no question that the SAB is 

required to annually adjust the new construction and modernization per-pupil grant amounts in 

accordance with the Class B construction cost index.  (See, Ed. Code §§ 17072.10 and 

17074.10.) Under the processing guidelines adopted by the SAB, the CCI adjustments for 

projects on an Unfunded List are made at the time the apportionments are made, not at the time 

the projects are placed on an Unfunded List.  

Sincerely, 

Martin A. Hom 

TAO | ROSSINI APC 
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cc : Alan Reising, Chair, Coalition for Adequate School Housing 

Tom Duffy, Coalition for Adequate School Housing 

Sue Johnson, Superintendant, Savanna School District 

Anne Silvas, Superintendant, Cypress School District 

Ketti Davis, Superintendant, Central Unified School District 

Sherry Gladin, Assistant Superintendant, Bakersfield City Elementary School District 
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ATTACHMENT H

REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, October 27, 1999 

WITHDRAWAL AND RESUBMITTAL OF APPLICATIONS 
BASED ON FINAL REGULATIONS 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

To present School Facility Program (SFP) regulations to govern requests to withdraw and resubmit SFP applications in 
order to benefit from changes to the law or regulations. 

BACKGROUND 

In November 1998, the Slate Allocation Board (SAS) adopted emergency regulations for the administration oi the SFP. 
The following month the emergency regulations were approved by the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) and filed with 
the Secretary of State. The Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) began to accept applications on December 4, 
199B. Since that date, more than 6,000 applications have been received and over $2.5 billion in application funding has 
been apportioned by the SAS, all under the processes set forth in the emergency regulations. 

Almost immediately after the adoption of the emergency regulations, the OPSC began work on final regulations. By May 
1999, the final regulations were approved by the SAS and submitted to the OAL. The final regulations were approved by 
the OAL earlier this month, superceding the emergency regulations. 

As aresult of beneficial changes between the emergency regulations and the final regulations, many districts have 
requested that their applications, originally submitted under the provisions of the Emergency Regulations but not yet 
funded, be amended to receive benefits provided under the final regulations. Other districts that received full 
apportionments under the emergency SFP regulations now wish to have the apportionments amended and increased to 
correspond to funding allowed under the final regulations. 

LEGAL ANALYSIS 

The OPSC has asked SAS Legal Counsel to address the issues involved. Counsel broke the response into two 
sections: projects currently in process and projects already funded. Counsel's comments are In italics. 

Projects already funded . 

. . .Education Code Section 17070.63 (a) states that the total funding provided under the School Facilities Act 
(SFA) 'shall constitute the State's full and final contribution to a project for the eligibility for stale facilities funding 
represented by the number of unhoused pupils or which the school district is receiving the state grant.' 
Consistent with this section, once an apportionment has been made for acertain number of grants, no fuHher 
funds may be apportioned for those grants. This would preclude any amendment or supplement to those grants 
lo take into account any changes in the regulations. 

Projects approved but not yet funded. 

The regulations as currently written do not contemplate or provide for changes to applications once they have 
been submitted. There is no authority under current regulations that would authon'ze changes affer the 
application has been approved, even if the application cannot be apportioned because of a lack of funds. ... 
However, it Is within the SAB's authon·ty to develop rules that would either authorize or limit the ability of districts 
to amend applications affer they have been submitted in order to take advantage of any changes in the 
regulations. 3pEcIA I 

1100251 · 
(Continued on Page Two) 
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STAFF COMMENTS 

To assure that all districts are treated fairly and to address the legal analysis staled above, the OPSC has developed the 
following processing guidelines which would allow districts, under certain circumstances, to withdraw its application 
request and resubmit it based on the final regulations. The proposed processing guidelines, as shown below, have been 
reviewed by the SAB Implementation Committee: 

Applications Already Funded 

1. ASFP application that received full grant funding will not receive subsequent grant adjustments to reflect 
changes in law or administrative regulations. 

2. A SFP application that received full grant funding may not be rescinded and re-approved in order to receive 
benefits brought about by changes in law or administrative regulations. 

Applications Approved, But Not Yet Funded 

1. ASFP application that has been placed on an unfunded list in lieu of an apportionment shall not receive 
subsequent grant adjustments, except as outlined in no. 2 immediately below, to reflect changes in law or 
administrative regulations, However, the grant shall be adjusted by the construction cost index in effect al the 
time the full funding apportionment is made. 

2. ASFP application that has been placed on an unfunded 11st in lieu of an apportionment may be withdrawn and 
resubmitted for SAB approval to receive the, oenefits of changes in law or administrative regulations. The distr(i0 

' 

must first request that the application be withdrawn and removed from the SAB approved "unfunded" list. The 
district may then resubmit the application under the provisions of the reg'ulations in effect at the time of the 
resubmittal. The re-submitted application will be treated as acompletely new application, and shall not receive 
priority for processing by the OPSC, 

Applications In Process, But Not Approved 

1. A SFP application submitted but not yet funded or placed on an unfunded list shall continue to be processed 
and funded under the provisions of the laws and regulations in effect at the time of the original application 
submission. The application will not be adjusted to reflect changes in law or regulations that occur prior to SAB 
approval. 

2. ASFP application submitted but not yet funded or placed on an unfunded list may be withdrawn and 
resubmitted lo receive the benefits of changes in law or administrative regulations. The district must first request 
that the application be withdrawn and removed from the OPSC Workload list. The district may then resubmit the 
application under the provisions of the regulations In effect at the time of the resubmittal, The re-submitted 
application will be treated as acompletely new application, receive anew application receipt date and will not 
receive priority for processing by the OPSC. 

3. ASFP application for eligibility detenmination may be amended at any time to receive the benefits of changes in 
law or administrative regulations. The application for eligibility shall retain its OPSC processing dale as long as 
the required amended documentation Is received within the processing timelines prescribed by the OPSC (i.e. 
the 15-day letter). If the application has been approved, the amended application will be given anew processin° 
date, once received by the OPSC. '., ,J Eci,;., ( 

11002~:i 
(Continued on Page Three) 
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RECOMMENDATION 

To incorporate the processing guideline described above into administrative law, authorize the Execulive Officer to lile a 
regulation as follows: 

Adopt Regulation 1859.107. Amending and Withdrawal ol Applications. 

Afunding application that received an apportionment under Chapter 12 or Chapter 12.5 may not be rescinded 
and re-approved under the provisions of any amended law or administrative regulation. 

Afunding application that has received an approval pursuant to Section 1859.95, but has not received an 
apportionment. may receive an adjustment as allowed under regulation 1859.71 or 1859.78 at the time the 
apportionment is made. No other adjustments may be made, including those resulting from changes to the 
regulations prior to final funding by the SAB. As an alternative, the application may be withdrawn and 
resubmitted for SAB approval under the provisions of any amended or new regulation that becomes effective 
prior to the apportionment for the proiect. The district must first request from the OPSC that the application be 
withdrawn and removed from the approved "unfunded" list. The district may then resubmit the application to the 
OPSC under the provisions of the amended or new regulation once it is effective. The resubmilled application 
will receive anew processing date by the OPSC. 

Any application for eligibility determination that has received an approval may be amended to comply with 
provisions of an amended or new regulation once it is effective. The amended application will receive a new 
processing date by the OPSC. 

Afunding application submitted to the OPSC that has nol received an approval will receive funding under the 
provisions of the regulations that were In effect when the application was submitted to the OPSC. At the option 
of the district. a funding application submitted to the OPSC that has not received an approval may be withdrawn 
and resubmitted for SAB approval under the provisions of any amended or new regulation once it is effective. 
The district must request that the application be withdrawn and removed from the OPSC Workload list. The 
resubmitted application will receive a new processing date by the OPSC. 

Any application for eligibility determination that has not received an approval may be amended al any time le 
conform to an amended or new regulation. The application shall retain its OPSC processing dale. 

110025G 
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ATTACHMENT H
State of California � Department of General Services �  Gray Davis, Governor 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
I n t e r a g e n c y  S u p p o r t  D i v i s i o n  
1130 K Street, Suite 400 �  Sacramento, California 95814 �  (916) 445-3160 

Date: November 8, 1999  Mass Mailer #99-18 

To: All School Districts and County Superintendents of Schools 

Subject: WITHDRAWAL AND RESUBMITTAL OF SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM 
APPLICATIONS 

At the request of the State Allocation Board (SAB) and to assure that all districts are treated 
fairly, the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) has developed the following 
processing guidelines which would allow districts, under certain circumstances, to withdraw its 
application request and resubmit it based on the final School Facility Program (SFP) 
Regulations.  The processing guidelines have been reviewed by the SAB Implementation 
Committee and were approved by the SAB at the October 27, 1999 meeting as follows: 

Applications Already Funded 

1. A SFP application that received full grant funding will not receive subsequent grant 
adjustments to reflect changes in law or administrative regulations. 

2. A SFP application that received full grant funding may not be rescinded and re-approved 
in order to receive benefits brought about by changes in law or administrative regulations. 

Applications Approved, But Not Yet Funded 

1. A SFP application that has been placed on an unfunded list in lieu of an apportionment 
shall not receive subsequent grant adjustments, except as outlined in No. 2 immediately 
below, to reflect changes in law or administrative regulations.  However, the grant shall be 
adjusted by the construction cost index in effect at the time the full funding apportionment 
is made. 

2. A SFP application that has been placed on an unfunded list in lieu of an apportionment 
may be withdrawn and resubmitted for SAB approval to receive the benefits of changes in 
law or administrative regulations. The district must first request that the application be 
withdrawn and removed from the SAB approved “unfunded” list. The district may then 
resubmit the application under the provisions of the regulations in effect at the time of the 
resubmittal.  The resubmitted application will be treated as a completely new application, 
and shall not receive priority for processing by the OPSC. 

Applications In Process, But Not Approved 

1. A SFP application submitted but not yet funded or placed on an unfunded list shall 
continue to be processed and funded under the provisions of the laws and regulations in 
effect at the time of the original application submission. The application will not be 
adjusted to reflect changes in law or regulations that occur prior to SAB approval. 
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Applications In Process, But Not Approved (cont.) 

2. A SFP application submitted but not yet funded or placed on an unfunded list may be 
withdrawn and resubmitted to receive the benefits of changes in law or administrative 
regulations. The district must first request that the application be withdrawn and removed 
from the OPSC workload list. The district may then resubmit the application under the 
provisions of the regulations in effect at the time of the resubmittal.  The resubmitted 
application will be treated as a completely new application, receive a new application 
receipt date and will not receive priority for processing by the OPSC. 

3. A SFP application for eligibility determination may be amended at any time to receive the 
benefits of changes in law or administrative regulations.  The application for eligibility shall 
retain its OPSC processing date as long as the request and required amended 
documentation are received prior to when the OPSC processes the original application.  If 
the application has been approved or the review has been completed, the amended 
application will be given a new processing date, once received by the OPSC. 

Should you have questions or need any additional information regarding the contents of this 
letter, please contact your Project Manager. 

Sincerely, 

LUISA M. PARK 
Interim Executive Officer 
Office of Public School Construction 

LMP:LM:ed 
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SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT 

3280 Crow Canyon Road, San Ramon, CA 94583 
Office (925) 552-5986 FAX (925) 328-0560 

July 31, 2023 

Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer 
Office of Public School Construction/ State Allocation Board 
707 Third Street West Sacramento, CA 95605 

RE: Construction Cost Index Changes 

The San Ramon Valley Unified School District submitted three funding applications prior to 
November 1, 2012. The following projects were submitted on 10/31/2012: 

1. 50/61804-01-001 - Twin Creeks Elementary School new construction 
2. 57/61804-00-021 - Los Cerros Middle School modernization 
3. 57/61804-00-022- Twin Creeks Elementary School modernization 

The Board approved the above projects and they were placed on the Unfunded List (Lack of Bond 
Authority). When the Board awarded the funds to the district on 11/15/2017, five years later, it 
failed to make the statutory required construction cost index adjustment. As a result the District's 
apportionment was based on per-pupil grant amounts from 2012. The Board's past practices have 
consistently and reliably applied this statutory requirement to its unfunded lists once new bond 
funding became available. The District lost $366,199.00 in funding that should have gone to 
improve the school facilities for our students. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations treats projects that were submitted mere days apart in 
vastly different ways. The last project on the list included in the OPSC write up was submitted to 
OPSC on October 31 , 2012. OPSC is recommending this project, along with all other projects on 
the list, be denied the grant in place on the date of apportionment. Projects submitted days later, in 
November of 2012, were given the grant amount in effect at the time of apportionment. Projects 
submitted 30 days apart are receiving grant amounts that are four years apart. We believe this 
treatment is inconsistent and denies our students the funding for which they are eligible. Therefore, 
the San Ramon Valley Unified School District disagrees with the recommendations provided in the 
OPSC write up related to Construct Cost Index adjustments and requests that the State Allocation 
Board provide the grant amount that was in place when the projects were apportioned. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matte r. 

Sincerely,

1tJJ~ 
Stella M. Kemp, Ed.D. 
Assistant Superintendent Business Operations 
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ATTACHMENT H
BOARD OF EDUCATION 
Debra H. Schade, Ph.D., President 
Dana King, Vice President 
Gaylin Allbaugh, Clerk 
Julie Union , Member 
Vicki King, Esq ., Member 

SUPERINTENDENT 
Jodee Brentlinger 

August 1, 2023 

Dear State Allocation Board Members, 

The Solana Beach Elementary School District ("District") disagrees with the recommendations 
provided in the OPSC write-up related to CCI adjustments and requests that the State Allocation 
Board provide the grant amount that was in place when the project was apportioned. 

The District submitted an appeal of this action after the SAB used the old grant amount to fund the 
Solana Ranch Elementary School new construction project 50/68387-00-002. Our appeal was not 
heard by the Board. We hope that the SAB will listen to our concerns and consider the impact of 
this decision on our projects. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations will result in this project losing $69,346 in funding that 
should be going to improve the school facilities for our students. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations treats projects that were submitted mere days apart in 
vastly different ways. The last project on the list included in the OPSC write-up was submitted to 
OPSC on October 31, 2012. OPSC is recommending this project, along with all other projects on 
the list, be denied the grant in place on the date of apportionment. Projects submitted days later, in 
November of 2012, were given the grant amount in effect at the time of apportionment. Projects 
submitted 30 days apart are receiving grant amounts that are four years apart. We believe this 
treatment is inconsistent and denies our students the funding for which they are eligible. 

Sincerely, 

rt-rwMark Pong 
Assistant Super endent 
Business Services 
858-794-7112 

309 North Rios Avenue, Solana Beach, California 92075-1298 • Phone (858) 794-7100 • Fax (858) 794-7105 

WHERE LEARNERS FIND THEIR VOICE, SHARE THEIR GIFTS, AND ADVANCE THE WORLD 
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ATTACHMENT H

Palos Verdes Peninsula 
Unified School District 

Dear State Allocation Board Members, 

The Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School District disagrees with the recommendations provided 

in the OPSC write up related to CCI adjustments and requests that the State Allocation Board 

provide the grant amount that was in place when the projects were apportioned. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations will result in the Palos Verdes High School Modernization 

(Application Number 57/64865-00-025) and New Construction (Application Number 50/64865-

00-006) losing $397,4049 in funding that should be going to improve the school facilities for our 

students. 

Approving the OPSC recommendations treats projects that were submitted mere days apart in 

vastly different ways. The last project on the list included in the OPSC write up was submitted to 

OPSC on October 31, 2012. OPSC is recommending this project, along with all other projects on 

the list, be denied the grant in place on the date of apportionment. Projects submitted days later, 

in November of 2012, were given the grant amount in effect at the time of apportionment. 

Projects submitted 30 days apart are receiving grant amounts that are four years apart. We believe 

this treatment is inconsistent and denies our students the funding for which they are eligible. 

Sincerely, 

Brenna M. Terrones 

Assistant Superintendent Administrative Services 

Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School District 
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In the Matter of the Application of  
Construction Cost Index Changes 

to Projects Previously on  
the Unfunded List 

STATE ALLOCATION BOARD  
DECISION PURSUANT  

TO COURT’S WRIT OF MANDATE 
ON REMAND 

Orange County Sup. Court  
Lead Case No. 30-2018-01029962 

Consolidated Cases: 
30-2018-01037085
30-2019-01048039
30-2019-01061638
30-2019-01061780

The above-referenced matter came before the State Allocation Board (Board) on 

August 23, 2023, pursuant to the March 23, 2023, Writ of Mandate and Order of Remand 

issued by the Orange County Superior Court in the cases styled Coalition for Adequate 

School Housing, et al., v State Allocation Board, et al., lead case number 30-2018-

01029962.1  

The Board has considered the Supplemental Report of the Executive Officer as well as all 

interested parties who elected to submit their positions and argument in writing, the oral 

presentations heard during the Board’s meeting on August 23, 2023, and the entirety of 

court proceedings in this matter, including the court orders and the parties’ positions 

throughout this matter.  

Based on its evaluation of such submissions, argument, and the pertinent facts, the 

Board hereby adopts the Supplemental Report of the Executive Officer as its decision, attached 

1 In addition to this lead case number 30-2018-01029962, the matter included, and this decision also pertains to consolidated 
cases 30-2018-01037085, 30-2019-01048039, 30-2019-01061638, and 30-2019-01061780. 

ATTACHMENT I
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STATE ALLOCATION BOARD DECISION PURSUANT  
TO COURT’S WRIT OF MANDATE ON REMAND 
Page 2 of 2 
 
hereto, and affirms its prior determinations not to increase the apportionments for the 

subject projects.  

IT IS DECIDED THAT: 

1. No CCI adjustments will be applied to projects that were on the Unfunded List, as 

well as other projects included in the lawsuit, for the reasons stated above.  

2. The Attorney General’s Office is directed to provide a copy of this decision with the 

attached Supplemental Report of the Executive Officer to the Orange County 

Superior Court when it files its return on the writ on or before August 31, 2023. 

*     *     *     *     * 

 The foregoing Board Decision Pursuant to Court’s Writ of Mandate on Remand 

was made and adopted by the Board at its August 23, 2023, meeting as reflected in the 

record of the meeting and Board minutes. 

DATED: [date] 

 
     

                           __________________________ 
       LISA SILVERMAN 
       Executive Officer 

ATTACHMENT I
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Information Items 



TENTATIVE WORKLOAD 

September 2023 

ACTION ITEMS 
School Facility Program – General Site 

California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program 
Apportionments 

REPORTS, DISCUSSION and INFORMATION ITEMS 
Standard Information Items 

FINANCIAL REPORTS 
Status of Fund Releases 

Status of Funds 

TENTATIVE WORKLOAD 

October 2023 

ACTION ITEMS 

REPORTS, DISCUSSION and INFORMATION ITEMS 
Standard Information Items 

FINANCIAL REPORTS 
Status of Fund Releases 

Status of Funds 

TENTATIVE WORKLOAD 

December 2023 

ACTION ITEMS 

REPORTS, DISCUSSION and INFORMATION ITEMS 
Standard Information Items 

FINANCIAL REPORTS 
Status of Fund Releases 

Status of Funds 
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APPEALS 
Received as of July 31, 2023 

Appeal 
Received Date 

District/County 
Tentative 
SAB Date* 

Description 

6/23/2022 Wasco Union ESD / Kern TBD 

District requests funding for a new 
construction project based on an 
enrollment period that is different 
from the enrollment period in which 
the application was processed. 

6/20/2023 
Central Union HSD / 
Imperial 

9/27/2023 

District requests approval of a three 
year extension beyond the five years 
permitted to provide interim housing 
for two School Facility Program 
projects. 

6/28/2023 Greenfield Union SD / Kern 9/27/2023 

District requests approval of a 12 
month extension to the fund release 
deadline for an SAB-approved 
California Preschool, Transitional 
Kindergarten, and Full-Day 
Kindergarten Facilities Grant 
Program funding application.  

*Please note: Tentative SAB Date is not a guaranteed meeting date and may be subject to change. 
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SAB 08-23-2023 

STATE ALLOCATION BOARD MEETING DATES 

The State Allocation Board (SAB) meeting dates for the 2023 calendar year are 
as follows: 

Board Date Type of Meeting 

September 27, 2023* Monthly (Consent/Appeals/Action) 

October 25, 2023* Monthly (Consent/Appeals/Action) 

December 2023* Monthly (Consent/Appeals/Action) 

*The projected dates and time will be determined upon the discussion with the 
Vice-Chair and Chair based on workload. 

The SAB meets at 4:00 p.m. when the State Legislature is in session and at 3:00 
p.m. when the State Legislature is out on recess. A key Bagley-Keene 
amendment was enacted last week with the budget trailer bill, restoring the 
meeting process that was permitted under the Governor’s COVID-19 executive 
order regarding public meetings. Section 20, SB 189, effective June 30, 2022, 
added Government Code Section 11133, which permits state boards and 
commissions to again hold meetings with all members participating via 
teleconference until July 1, 2023. 
 
Due to scheduling changes within the Legislature, some of the SAB meetings 
may be canceled or changed with short notice. 
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INFORMATION ITEM 

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM  
NEW CONSTRUCTION AND MODERNIZATION UNFUNDED LIST 

(as of June 28, 2023)

The New Construction and Modernization projects on this list have received 
an “unfunded” approval by the State Allocation Board (SAB). Note than an 

“unfunded” approval does not guarantee a future apportionment by the SAB. 

Published monthly in the SAB Agenda. 

This report is also located on the OPSC Website
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Unfunded Approvals

as of June 28, 2023 SAB

County School District
Application 

Number
Program Approval

Received 

Date

SAB Unfunded 

Approval

 Financial 

Hardship 

Apportionment 

 Loan  State Share 
Total 

Apportionment

Cumulative 

Amount

Submitted 

Certification 

Letter May 

2023

Grant Agreement 

Received as of 

06/28/2023

ALAMEDA SAN LORENZO UNIFIED 54/61309-00-003 Charter D 6/5/2017 12/11/2018 0.00 845,455.40 845,455.40 1,690,910.80 1,690,910.80 No No

SAN JOAQUIN    LODI UNIFIED 55/68585-00-003 Career Tech New Construction G 3/31/2020 7/26/2022 0.00 0.00 1,834,513.00 1,834,513.00 3,525,423.80 Yes No

EL DORADO      RESCUE UNION ELEMENTARY 57/61978-00-007 Modernization G 1/30/2019 8/15/2022 0.00 0.00 1,522,341.00 1,522,341.00 5,047,764.80 Yes No

SAN BERNARDINO SAN BERNARDINO CITY UNIFIED 57/67876-00-109 Modernization G 2/4/2019 9/21/2022 0.00 0.00 3,414,190.00 3,414,190.00 8,461,954.80 Yes No

SANTA CLARA    GILROY UNIFIED 54/69484-00-003 Charter D 6/2/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 186,440.70 186,440.70 372,881.40 8,834,836.20 No No

SANTA CLARA    GILROY UNIFIED 54/69484-00-004 Charter D 6/2/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 88,864.10 88,864.10 177,728.20 9,012,564.40 No No

ALAMEDA        OAKLAND UNIFIED 54/61259-00-012 Charter D 6/3/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 1,434,748.20 1,434,748.20 2,869,496.40 11,882,060.80 No Yes

SACRAMENTO     SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED 54/67439-00-009 Charter D 6/3/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 538,007.10 538,007.10 1,076,014.20 12,958,075.00 No No

ALAMEDA        OAKLAND UNIFIED 54/61259-00-006 Charter G 12/2/2022 3/22/2023 0.00 12,661,061.30 12,661,061.30 25,322,122.60 38,280,197.60 Yes No

MARIPOSA       MARIPOSA COUNTY UNIFIED 54/65532-00-001 Charter G 12/21/2022 3/22/2023 0.00 0.00 381,627.80 381,627.80 38,661,825.40 Yes Yes

SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 54/68338-00-007 Charter G 1/20/2023 4/26/2023 0.00 0.00 15,125,975.90 15,125,975.90 53,787,801.30 Yes No

SHASTA         SHASTA UNION HIGH 54/70136-02-001 Charter D 5/2/2022 5/31/2023 0.00 1,086,984.40 1,086,984.40 2,173,968.80 55,961,770.10 Yes No

SHASTA         SHASTA UNION HIGH 54/70136-02-001 Charter S 5/2/2022 5/31/2023 0.00 4,255,526.00 4,255,526.00 8,511,052.00 64,472,822.10 Yes No

LOS ANGELES    LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 54/64733-00-103 Charter G 11/28/2022 5/31/2023 0.00 5,659,700.00 16,549,030.04 22,208,730.04 86,681,552.14 Yes Yes

TULARE         VISALIA UNIFIED 54/72256-00-001 Charter G 1/18/2023 5/31/2023 0.00 3,328,648.10 3,328,648.10 6,657,296.20 93,338,848.34 Yes No

TULARE         VISALIA UNIFIED 54/72256-00-002 Charter G 1/18/2023 5/31/2023 0.00 4,057,855.72 4,057,855.72 8,115,711.44 101,454,559.78 Yes No

SAN DIEGO      SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 54/68338-00-003 Charter G 1/20/2023 5/31/2023 0.00 0.00 6,882,509.40 6,882,509.40 108,337,069.18 Yes Yes

SAN DIEGO      SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 54/68338-00-005 Charter G 1/20/2023 5/31/2023 0.00 0.00 2,956,047.20 2,956,047.20 111,293,116.38 Yes Yes

SAN DIEGO      SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 54/68338-00-006 Charter G 1/20/2023 5/31/2023 0.00 0.00 29,520,456.80 29,520,456.80 140,813,573.18 Yes Yes

SAN DIEGO      SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 54/68338-00-004 Charter G 2/24/2023 5/31/2023 0.00 0.00 3,555,750.60 3,555,750.60 144,369,323.78 Yes Yes

SAN DIEGO      SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 54/68338-00-008 Charter G 2/24/2023 5/31/2023 0.00 0.00 28,089,803.80 28,089,803.80 172,459,127.58 Yes Yes

SHASTA         CASCADE UNION ELEMENTARY 54/69914-00-001 Charter G 3/28/2023 5/31/2023 0.00 2,475,067.20 2,675,067.20 5,150,134.40 177,609,261.98 Yes Yes

Total $0.00 $36,618,358.22 $140,990,903.76 $177,609,261.98

*This Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) includes $16.9 million for 6 projects for Charter School Facilities Program Preliminary Apportionments for Design and Site Funding.
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Unfunded Charter PA's Unfunded Charter Preliminary

as of June 28, 2023 SAB

County School District Application Number Program Approval Received Date SAB Date
Financial Hardship 

Apportionment
Loan State Share

Total 

Apportionment
Prop. 47 Prop. 55 Prop. 1D Prop. 51

SANTA BARBARA LOMPOC UNIFIED 54/69229-00-001 Charter P 6/1/2017 1/24/2018 0.00 0.00 331,062.30 331,062.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 331,062.30
SANTA BARBARA LOMPOC UNIFIED 54/69229-00-001 Charter P 6/1/2017 12/7/2021 0.00 0.00 5,616,522.90 5,616,522.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 5,616,522.90
SOLANO VALLEJO CITY UNIFIED 54/70581-00-006 Charter P 5/22/2016 2/28/2018 0.00 13,277,356.90 13,277,356.90 26,554,713.80 590,900.00 2,315,550.00 12,651,864.00 10,996,399.80
SOLANO VALLEJO CITY UNIFIED 54/70581-00-007 Charter P 5/22/2016 2/28/2018 0.00 452,842.20 452,842.20 905,684.40 0.00 0.00 905,684.40 0.00
SOLANO VALLEJO CITY UNIFIED 54/70581-00-004 Charter P 5/22/2017 05/23/2018 0.00 200,755.80 200,755.80 401,511.60 401,511.60 0.00 0.00 0.00
SOLANO VALLEJO CITY UNIFIED 54/70581-00-005 Charter P 5/22/2017 05/23/2018 0.00 8,001,594.70 8,001,594.70 16,003,189.40 2,076,164.03 6,036,845.61 7,820,113.01 70,066.75
ALAMEDA SAN LORENZO UNIFIED 54/61309-00-003 Charter P 6/5/2017 12/11/2018 0.00 7,608,998.60 7,608,998.60 15,217,997.20 0.00 0.00 15,217,997.20 0.00
SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 54/67447-00-007 Charter P 6/5/2017 12/11/2018 0.00 0.00 3,855,763.80 3,855,763.80 0.00 0.00 3,855,763.80 0.00
BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 54/61424-00-006 Charter P 5/30/2017 2/26/2020 0.00 1,877,635.40 3,175,079.40 5,052,714.80 0.00 0.00 5,052,714.80 0.00
BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 54/61424-00-007 Charter P 5/30/2017 2/26/2020 0.00 2,555,059.80 4,584,394.80 7,139,454.60 0.00 0.00 4,847,001.60 2,292,453.00
LOS ANGELES    LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 54/64733-00-104 Charter P 5/2/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 18,499,799.40 18,499,799.40 36,999,598.80 0.00 0.00 18,499,799.40 18,499,799.40
SHASTA         CASCADE UNION ELEMENTARY 54/69914-00-002 Charter P 5/11/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 1,139,625.00 1,139,625.00 2,279,250.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,279,250.00
SACRAMENTO     SAN JUAN UNIFIED 54/67447-00-008 Charter P 6/1/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 540,286.00 1,437,426.00 1,977,712.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,977,712.00
SACRAMENTO     NATOMAS UNIFIED 54/75283-00-009 Charter P 6/1/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 1,780,934.50 9,780,934.50 11,561,869.00 984,158.50 8,796,776.00 0.00 1,780,934.50
SACRAMENTO     NATOMAS UNIFIED 54/75283-00-010 Charter P 6/1/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 2,033,351.80 4,033,351.80 6,066,703.60 0.00 4,033,351.80 0.00 2,033,351.80
SANTA CLARA    GILROY UNIFIED 54/69484-00-003 Charter P 6/2/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 1,677,966.30 1,677,966.30 3,355,932.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,355,932.60
SANTA CLARA    GILROY UNIFIED 54/69484-00-004 Charter P 6/2/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 799,776.90 799,776.90 1,599,553.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,599,553.80
ALAMEDA        OAKLAND UNIFIED 54/61259-00-012 Charter P 6/3/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 12,912,733.80 12,912,733.80 25,825,467.60 0.00 9,358,923.80 3,553,810.00 12,912,733.80
MENDOCINO      POINT ARENA JOINT UNION HIGH 54/65599-00-001 Charter P 6/3/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 321,889.50 321,889.50 643,779.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 643,779.00
SACRAMENTO     SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED 54/67439-00-009 Charter P 6/3/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 2,152,028.40 4,842,063.90 6,994,092.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 6,994,092.30
SAN DIEGO      SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 54/68338-02-003 Charter P 6/3/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 0.00 7,528,981.50 7,528,981.50 0.00 0.00 7,528,981.50 0.00
SAN DIEGO      SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 54/68338-02-004 Charter P 6/3/2022 10/26/2022 0.00 0.00 6,436,435.50 6,436,435.50 0.00 0.00 5,134,935.50 1,301,500.00
SHASTA         SHASTA UNION HIGH 54/70136-02-001 Charter P 5/2/2022 5/31/2023 0.00 15,350,287.60 15,350,287.60 30,700,575.20 0.00 2,286,260.60 6,582,223.00 21,832,091.60

Total 0.00 91,182,922.60 131,865,643.10 223,048,565.70 4,052,734.13 32,827,707.81 91,650,888.21 94,517,235.55

*This Charter Unfunded Preliminary list does not include $16.9 million for 6 projects for Charter School Facilities Program Preliminary Apportionments for Design and Site Funding.
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INFORMATION ITEM 

SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM 
OFFICE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION FUNDING WORKLOAD LISTING 

(Applications Received Through July 31, 2023)

The New Construction and Modernization projects on this list represent completed 

applications awaiting the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) processing and 

scheduling to the State Allocation Board. 

This list includes future workload that is identified as: 

• Pending reflects workload that has been processed by OPSC but awaiting further

information/documentation from the district.

• Reviewing reflects currently being processed by OPSC.

 Pursuant to SFP Regulation Section 1859.95.1, this list also includes applications 

that were received, but not reviewed by OPSC. This list is presented to the State 

Allocation Board for acknowledgement.  

This list is also available on the OPSC Website and is updated on the first and third 

Fridays of each month.

831

http://www.dgs.ca.gov/OPSC/Resources


SFP APPLICATIONS

New Construction and Charter School Facilities Program

- Workload as of July 31, 2023 -

District County Site Name

Application 

Number

OPSC Date 

Received

Estimated State 

Grant (a)***

 Financial 

Hardship (b) 

 Notification 

Occurred** 

Fremont Unified Alameda John M Horner Junior High 50/61176-09-004 08/02/19 11,743,315$    -$     11/1/2022

Fountain Valley Orange Masuda Middle 50/66498-00-001 09/17/19 1,085,890$    -$     12/1/2022

Tustin Unified Orange Legacy Magnet Academy 50/73643-00-023 11/07/19 31,899,239$    -$     1/4/2023

Chowchilla Elementary Madera Wilson Middle 50/65193-00-005 12/03/19 723,007$     -$     1/4/2023

Riverside Unified Riverside University Heights Middle 50/67215-00-038 12/06/19 2,699,011$    -$     1/4/2023

Corona-Norco Unified Riverside Jefferson Elementary 50/67033-04-002 01/15/20 4,797,972$    -$     1/4/2023

Murrieta Valley Unified Riverside Murrieta Mesa High 50/75200-00-025 01/24/20 5,113,657$    -$     1/4/2023

Natomas Unified Sacramento Paso Verde 50/75283-00-024 02/18/20 20,495,845$    -$     3/1/2023

Irvine Unified Orange Heritage Field K-8 50/73650-00-048 02/20/20 47,744,919$    -$     3/1/2023

Stockton Unified San Joaquin Valentine Peyton Elementary 50/68676-05-003 03/26/20 1,508,086$    -$     3/1/2023

Mendota Unified Fresno Mendota Junior High 50/75127-00-005 04/13/20 1,338,852$    -$     3/1/2023

Mendota Unified Fresno Mendota High 50/75127-00-006 04/13/20 74,948$     -$     3/1/2023

Mendota Unified Fresno Mendota High 50/75127-00-007 04/13/20 74,948$     -$     3/1/2023

Mendota Unified Fresno Mendota High 50/75127-00-008 04/13/20 74,948$     -$     3/1/2023

Humboldt County Office of Education Humboldt Glen W Paul School for PH 50/10124-00-002 04/21/20 251,906$     251,906$     3/1/2023

Chico Unified Butte Emma Wilson Elementary 50/61424-00-011 06/04/20 1,249,142$    -$     4/3/2023

Anaheim Elementary Orange Sunkist Elementary 50/66423-00-011 06/05/20 1,656,567$    -$     4/3/2023

Brentwood Union Elementary Contra Costa Edna Hill Middle 50/61655-00-013 06/22/20 3,049,013$    -$     4/3/2023

Western Placer Unified Placer Glen Edwards Middle 50/66951-00-013 06/22/20 4,044,855$    -$     4/3/2023

Calexico Unified Imperial Calexico High 50/63099-00-004 07/01/20 14,875,281$    -$     4/3/2023

Roseville City Elementary Placer WB-60 Elementary 50/66910-00-016 07/03/20 13,679,371$    -$     4/3/2023

Sacramento County Office of Education Sacramento Gerber Jr/Sr High 50/10348-00-003 07/13/20 4,088,732$    4,088,732$    4/3/2023

Tulare City Tulare Wilson Elementary 50/72231-00-006 07/17/20 1,065,892$    -$     4/3/2023

Menifee Union Elementary Riverside Harvest Hill STEAM Academy 50/67116-00-016 07/29/20 8,032,135$    -$     4/3/2023

Stockton Unified San Joaquin Flora Arca Mata Elementary 50/68676-05-004 07/31/20 14,545,299$    -$     4/3/2023

Clovis Unified Fresno Young Elementary 50/62117-00-029 08/05/20 13,566,990$    -$     4/3/2023

Lucerne Elementary Lake Lucerne Elementary 50/64048-00-001 08/06/20 1,854,086$    1,854,086$    4/3/2023

Kern High Kern Vista West Continuation High 50/63529-00-013 08/07/20 1,361,899$    -$     4/3/2023

Menifee Union Elementary Riverside Menifee Valley Middle 50/67116-00-017 08/07/20 13,500,853$    -$     4/3/2023

Kings Canyon Joint Unified Fresno Reedley High 50/62265-00-012 08/12/20 1,387,920$    -$     4/3/2023

Sanger Unified Fresno Fairmont Elementary 50/62414-00-028 08/17/20 283,582$     -$     4/3/2023

Kern High Kern Stockdale High 50/63529-00-014 08/20/20 1,222,217$    -$     4/3/2023

Kern High Kern Highland High 50/63529-00-015 08/20/20 1,015,239$    -$     4/3/2023

Alameda Unified Alameda Encinal Junior/Senior High 50/61119-02-002 08/26/20 3,465,835$    -$     5/5/2023

Banta Elementary San Joaquin NextGeneration STEAM Academy 50/68486-00-004 08/27/20 3,873,152$    -$     5/5/2023

Knights Ferry Elementary Stanislaus Knights Ferry Elementary 50/71142-00-001 08/28/20 830,572$     830,572$     5/5/2023

Lemoore Union Elementary Kings Freedom Elementary 50/63974-00-006 09/11/20 9,100,949$    -$     5/5/2023

Natomas Unified Sacramento American Lakes Elementary 50/75283-00-025 09/14/20 4,100,810$    -$     5/5/2023

Jurupa Unified Riverside Rubidoux High 50/67090-00-017 09/24/20 1,912,855$    -$     5/5/2023

Kings River-Hardwick Union Elementary Kings Kings River-Hardwick Elementary 50/63941-00-002 09/30/20 8,751,298$    8,751,298$    5/5/2023

Jacoby Creek Elementary Humboldt Jacoby Creek Elementary 50/62893-00-001 10/02/20 4,311,564$    4,311,564$    5/5/2023

Escondido Union San Diego Orange Glen Elementary 50/68098-00-010 10/02/20 1,556,375$    -$     5/5/2023

Morgan Hill Unified Santa Clara Jackson Academy of Music and Math 50/69583-00-004 10/12/20 3,396,908$    -$     5/5/2023

Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified Orange Glenview Elementary 50/66647-00-037 10/14/20 410,469$     -$     5/5/2023

Golden Valley Unified Madera Stone Creek Elementary 50/75580-00-004 10/16/20 10,963,665$    -$     5/5/2023

South Fork Union Kern South Fork Elementary 50/63784-00-002 10/20/20 195,623$     195,623$     5/5/2023

Garfield Elementary Humboldt Garfield Elementary 50/62836-00-004 10/23/20 187,236$     187,236$     5/5/2023

Sonoma County Office of Education Sonoma El Colegio 50/10496-00-057 10/29/20 915,626$     -$     5/5/2023
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Temecula Valley Unified Riverside STEAM Academy K-8 50/75192-00-040 10/29/20 8,625,543$          -$                       5/5/2023

Lodi Unified San Joaquin Tokay High 50/68585-00-029 11/16/20 9,155,946$          -$                       7/12/2023

Liberty Elementary Tulare Liberty Elementary 50/71985-00-005 11/16/20 427,203$             -$                       7/12/2023

Millville Elementary Shasta Millville Elementary 50/70052-00-003 11/18/20 728,813$             728,813$           7/12/2023

Vacaville Unified Solano Edwin Markham Elementary 50/70573-00-002 11/19/20 5,451,185$          -$                       7/12/2023

Lake Elsinore Unified Riverside Railroad Canyon Elementary 50/75176-00-022 11/23/20 899,927$             -$                       7/12/2023

Murrieta Valley Unified Riverside Murrieta Canyon Academy 50/75200-00-026 11/24/20 8,054,742$          -$                       7/12/2023

Liberty Elementary Tulare Liberty Elementary 50/71985-00-003 11/30/20 3,528,693$          -$                       7/12/2023

Turlock Unified Stanislaus Turlock High 50/75739-00-006 12/01/20 4,622,896$          -$                       7/12/2023

Alvina Elementary Fresno Alvina Elementary Charter 50/61994-00-001 12/09/20 359,209$             359,209$           7/12/2023

Kings Canyon Joint Unified Fresno Reedley High 50/62265-00-013 01/07/21 1,609,610$          -$                       7/12/2023

Hemet Unified Riverside Winchester Elementary 50/67082-00-017 01/11/21 3,650,360$          -$                       7/12/2023

Chaffey Joint Union High San Bernardino Etiwanda High 50/67652-00-022 01/11/21 5,955,938$          -$                       7/12/2023

Jurupa Unified Riverside Jurupa Middle 50/67090-00-018 01/29/21 3,500,478$          -$                       7/12/2023

Murrieta Valley Unified Riverside Murrieta Elementary 50/75200-00-027 01/29/21 4,732,721$          -$                       7/12/2023

Lassen View Union Elementary Tehama Lassen View Elementary 50/71563-00-002 02/03/21 1,046,170$          1,046,170$        7/12/2023

Escondido Union San Diego Del Dios Academy of Arts and Sciences 50/68098-00-011 02/04/21 6,600,729$          -$                       7/12/2023

Menifee Union Elementary Riverside Chester W Morrison Elementary 50/67116-00-018 02/12/21 1,262,376$          -$                       7/12/2023

Sulphur Springs Union Los Angeles Sulphur Springs Community Elementary 50/65045-00-011 02/25/21 4,833,303$          -$                       7/12/2023

Tracy Joint Unified San Joaquin North Elementary 50/75499-00-021 02/25/21 3,051,846$          -$                       7/12/2023

Novato Unified Marin San Marin High 50/65417-00-004 02/26/21 2,747,397$          -$                       7/12/2023

Novato Unified Marin Novato High 50/65417-00-005 02/26/21 845,651$             -$                       7/12/2023

Livermore Valley Joint Unified Alameda East Avenue Middle 50/61200-00-004 03/01/21 3,840,483$          -$                       7/12/2023

Downey Unified Los Angeles Griffiths (Gordon) Middle 50/64451-00-016 03/02/21 6,244,126$          -$                       7/12/2023

Fairfield-Suisun Unified Solano Mary Bird Early Childhood Education Center 50/70540-00-033 03/11/21 1,576,330$          -$                       7/12/2023

Downey Unified Los Angeles Sussman (Edward A.) Middle 50/64451-00-017 03/19/21 6,978,954$          -$                       7/12/2023

Roseville Joint Union High Placer West Park High 50/66928-00-009 03/23/21 21,175,459$        -$                       7/12/2023

Downey Unified Los Angeles Griffiths (Gordon) Middle 50/64451-00-018 03/25/21 8,937,895$          -$                       7/12/2023

Downey Unified Los Angeles Sussman (Edward A.) Middle 50/64451-00-019 03/25/21 6,814,000$          -$                       7/12/2023

Downey Unified Los Angeles Sussman (Edward A.) Middle 50/64451-00-020 03/25/21 8,176,800$          -$                       7/12/2023

Natomas Unified Sacramento Bannon Creek 50/75283-00-026 03/26/21 1,343,394$          -$                       

Natomas Unified Sacramento Jefferson Elementary 50/75283-00-027 03/26/21 5,212,918$          -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Joshua Circle Elementary 50/75044-00-037 03/31/21 716,491$             -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Krystal School of Science, Math & Technology 50/75044-00-038 03/31/21 716,491$             -$                       

Riverside Unified Riverside Monroe Elementary 50/67215-00-040 04/01/21 3,192,154$          -$                       

Rio Elementary Ventura Rio del Sol 50/72561-00-007 04/02/21 3,856,500$          -$                       

Fresno Unified Fresno Ericson Elementary 50/62166-06-008 04/05/21 1,008,917$          -$                       

Irvine Unified Orange Turtle Rock Elementary 50/73650-00-049 04/07/21 1,392,870$          -$                       

McFarland Unified Kern McFarland High 50/73908-00-011 04/16/21 4,745,947$          -$                       

Buckeye Union Elementary El Dorado Charter Montessori Valley View Campus 50/61838-00-009 05/05/21 436,875$             -$                       

Chico Unified Butte Pleasant Valley High 50/61424-00-012 05/06/21 2,419,725$          -$                       

Martinez Unified Contra Costa Las Juntas Elementary 50/61739-00-005 05/10/21 2,522,309$          -$                       

Novato Unified Marin San Marin High 50/65417-00-006 05/19/21 578,909$             -$                       

Patterson Joint Unified Stanislaus Walnut Grove Elementary 50/71217-00-010 05/19/21 3,541,045$          -$                       

Novato Unified Marin Novato High 50/65417-00-007 06/01/21 545,664$             -$                       

Bakersfield City Kern Bessie E. Owens Primary 50/63321-00-041 06/11/21 8,750,957$          -$                       

Bakersfield City Kern Bessie E. Owens Intermediate 50/63321-00-042 06/11/21 6,320,539$          -$                       

Kern High Kern Del Oro High 50/63529-00-016 06/14/21 56,047,017$        -$                       
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Visalia Unified Tulare Sequoia High 50/72256-00-032 06/14/21 9,329,283$          -$                       

Los Banos Unified Merced Pacheco High 50/65755-00-015 06/15/21 4,067,088$          -$                       

Beaumont Unified Riverside Summerwind K-8 50/66993-00-021 06/25/21 16,932,287$        -$                       

Placer Union High Placer Placer High 50/66894-00-007 07/01/21 1,148,393$          -$                       

Liberty Union High Contra Costa Freedom High 50/61721-00-008 07/02/21 1,029,633$          -$                       

Chico Unified Butte Pleasant Valley High 50/61424-00-013 07/12/21 459,756$             -$                       

Downey Unified Los Angeles Stauffer (Mary R.) Middle 50/64451-00-021 07/12/21 13,982,312$        -$                       

Placer Union High Placer Placer High 50/66894-00-008 07/14/21 1,029,633$          -$                       

Walnut Valley Unified Los Angeles Suzanne Middle 50/73460-00-013 07/15/21 8,316,177$          -$                       

Downey Unified Los Angeles Doty (Wendy Lopour) Middle 50/64451-00-022 07/20/21 24,633,200$        -$                       

Downey Unified Los Angeles Doty (Wendy Lopour) Middle 50/64451-00-023 07/20/21 24,032,360$        -$                       

Hilmar Unified Merced Hilmar High 50/65698-00-005 07/21/21 691,077$             -$                       

Beaumont Unified Riverside Beaumont Senior High 50/66993-00-022 07/30/21 12,300,336$        -$                       

San Ramon Valley Unified Contra Costa Charlotte Wood Middle 50/61804-03-002 08/03/21 1,170,914$          -$                       

Alisal Union Monterey Fremont Elementary 50/65961-00-012 08/03/21 5,216,024$          -$                       

Elk Grove Unified Sacramento Pleasant Grove Elementary 50/67314-00-050 08/06/21 7,592,706$          -$                       

Hollister San Benito Rancho Santana 50/67470-00-005 08/06/21 16,259,235$        -$                       

Mountain View-Los Altos Union High Santa Clara Mountain View High 50/69609-00-001 08/06/21 8,944,888$          -$                       

Mountain View-Los Altos Union High Santa Clara Los Altos High 50/69609-00-002 08/06/21 8,911,775$          -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Del Campo High 50/67447-00-001 08/09/21 2,623,353$          -$                       

Elk Grove Unified Sacramento Joseph Kerr Middle 50/67314-00-051 08/10/21 2,969,223$          -$                       

Washington Unified Yolo Westmore Oaks Elementary 50/72694-00-012 08/10/21 5,676,785$          -$                       

Marysville Joint Unified Yuba Linda Elementary 50/72736-00-032 08/10/21 733,693$             -$                       

Marysville Joint Unified Yuba Anna McKenney Intermediate 50/72736-00-033 08/10/21 1,311,740$          -$                       

Panama-Buena Vista Union Kern Highgate Elementary 50/63362-00-043 08/11/21 12,775,279$        -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Arden Middle 50/67447-00-002 08/11/21 5,343,302$          -$                       

Santa Clara Unified Santa Clara Abram Agnew Elementary 50/69674-00-001 08/11/21 26,173,222$        -$                       

Santa Clara Unified Santa Clara Dolores Huerta Middle 50/69674-00-002 08/11/21 30,982,294$        -$                       

Coachella Valley Unified Riverside Palm View Elementary 50/73676-02-006 08/11/21 2,343,049$          -$                       

Livermore Valley Joint Unified Alameda Joe Michell Elementary 50/61200-00-005 08/12/21 9,593,714$          -$                       

Sanger Unified Fresno Centerville Elementary 50/62414-00-029 08/12/21 407,958$             -$                       

Sanger Unified Fresno John S. Wash Elementary 50/62414-00-030 08/12/21 1,051,987$          -$                       

Sanger Unified Fresno Lone Star Elementary 50/62414-00-031 08/12/21 819,640$             -$                       

Dublin Unified Alameda Frederiksen Elementary 50/75093-00-014 08/13/21 4,342,825$          -$                       

Patterson Joint Unified Stanislaus Grayson Elementary 50/71217-00-011 08/18/21 479,227$             -$                       

Redlands Unified San Bernardino Mission Elementary 50/67843-00-010 08/20/21 1,362,800$          -$                       

Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified Orange Glenview Elementary 50/66647-00-038 08/26/21 849,502$             -$                       

Pleasanton Unified Alameda Amador Valley High 50/75101-00-010 08/27/21 4,955,013$          -$                       

Pleasanton Unified Alameda Foothill High 50/75101-00-011 08/27/21 2,733,729$          -$                       

Manteca Unified San Joaquin Manteca High 50/68593-00-027 08/29/21 4,597,560$          -$                       

Riverside Unified Riverside Arlington High 50/67215-00-041 09/02/21 3,583,035$          -$                       

Irvine Unified Orange Northwood Elementary 50/73650-00-050 09/08/21 1,304,508$          -$                       

Irvine Unified Orange South Lake Middle 50/73650-00-051 09/08/21 447,209$             -$                       

Turlock Unified Stanislaus Marvin A. Dutcher Middle 50/75739-00-007 09/23/21 3,438,709$          -$                       

Woodland Joint Unified Yolo Spring Lake Elementary 50/72710-00-007 09/27/21 2,020,293$          -$                       

Maple Elementary Kern Maple Elementary 50/63610-00-004 10/08/21 63,871$               63,871$             

Mountain View Elementary San Bernardino Park View Elementary 50/67785-00-003 10/13/21 12,571,121$        -$                       

Liberty Union High Contra Costa Heritage High 50/61721-00-009 10/15/21 5,517,072$          -$                       
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Paso Robles Joint Unified San Luis Obispo George H. Flamson Middle 50/75457-00-006 12/14/21 3,611,520$          -$                       

Cloverdale Unified Sonoma Jefferson Elementary 50/70656-00-001 01/03/22 6,084,991$          6,084,991$        

Cloverdale Unified Sonoma Washington Middle 50/70656-00-002 01/04/22 1,813,572$          -$                       

South Pasadena Unified Los Angeles Arroyo Vista Elementary 50/65029-00-006 01/06/22 464,094$             -$                       

South Pasadena Unified Los Angeles Monterey Hills Elementary 50/65029-00-007 01/06/22 928,014$             -$                       

South Pasadena Unified Los Angeles Marengo Elementary 50/65029-00-008 01/06/22 527,733$             -$                       

Lodi Unified San Joaquin Lodi High 50/68585-00-030 01/07/22 20,571,536$        -$                       

Chula Vista Elementary San Diego Otay Ranch Village 3 50/68023-00-013 01/11/22 13,795,399$        -$                       

San Marcos Unified San Diego Richland Elementary 50/73791-00-021 01/20/22 15,715,309$        -$                       

Riverside Unified Riverside Alcott Elementary 50/67215-00-042 02/02/22 3,792,255$          -$                       

Natomas Unified                              Sacramento     Natomas Pacific Pathways Preparatory Elementary School54/75283-00-012 06/03/22 10,197,069$        -$                       

Natomas Unified                              Sacramento     Natomas Pacific Pathways Preparatory Elementary School54/75283-00-013 06/03/22 2,761,022$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Huntington Park Senior High 51/64733-17-001* 10/14/22 26,007,436$        -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Huntington Park Senior High 51/64733-17-002* 10/14/22 5,929,019$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Huntington Park Senior High 51/64733-17-003* 10/14/22 714,355$             -$                       

Albany Unified Alameda Marin Elementary 51/61127-00-003* 12/22/22 5,777,521$          -$                       

Lompoc Unified Santa Barbara Manzanita Public Charter School 54/69229-00-001 01/20/23 6,894,427$          -$                       

Vallejo Unified Solano MIT Academy Middle 54/70581-00-004 02/28/23 339,592$             -$                       

Vallejo Unified Solano MIT Academy Middle 54/70581-00-005 02/28/23 15,070,338$        -$                       

Vallejo Unified Solano MIT Academy High 54/70581-00-006 02/28/23 23,287,880$        -$                       

Vallejo Unified Solano MIT Academy High 54/70581-00-007 02/28/23 627,306$             -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Venice Senior High 51/64733-00-005* 04/21/23 6,141,596$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Venice Senior High 51/64733-00-006* 04/21/23 16,574,443$        -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Roosevelt (Theodore) Senior High 51/64733-05-001* 05/01/23 4,586,109$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Roosevelt (Theodore) Senior High 51/64733-05-002* 05/01/23 6,691,474$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Roosevelt (Theodore) Senior High 51/64733-05-003* 05/01/23 11,406,450$        -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles North Hollywood High 51/64733-22-001* 05/10/23 2,188,031$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles North Hollywood High 51/64733-22-002* 05/10/23 3,405,438$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Venice Senior High 51/64733-00-008* 05/17/23 10,093,938$        -$                       

Mountain Empire Unified San Diego Mountain Empire High 51/68213-00-001 06/22/23 2,868,736$          2,868,736$        

1,078,847,451$   28,754,071$      

Total 1,107,601,522$ 

NEW CONSTRUCTION FUNDING SUB-TOTALS 917,285,271$      28,754,071$      

NEW CONSTRUCTION FACILITY HARDSHIP - NON SEISMIC 2,868,736$          2,868,736$        

NEW CONSTRUCTION FUNDING TOTAL 951,776,814$    

NEW CONSTRUCTION FACILITY HARDSHIP - SEISMIC 99,515,810$        -$                       

CHARTER SCHOOLS 59,177,634$        -$                       

(a)  Represents estimated state share of project including excessive cost grants. Amounts shown have not been reviewed by OPSC for compliance with all School Facility Program requirements.

(b)  Represents estimated financial hardship.  Amounts shown have not been reviewed by OPSC for compliance with all School Facility Program requirements.

*Facility Hardship project requesting Seismic Mitigation Program funding.

** School districts have been notified that the Office of Public School Construction will begin processing the district’s application in the near future.
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Huntington Beach City Elementary Orange Ethel Dwyer Middle 57/66530-00-020 01/25/19 2,955,708$          -$                       3/2/2022

Monson-Sultana Joint Union Elementary Tulare Monson-Sultana Elementary 57/72009-00-002 08/09/19 905,713$             -$                       11/2/2022

Los Nietos Los Angeles Aeolian Elementary 57/64758-00-006 08/23/19 2,812,991$          -$                       12/1/2022

Saugus Union Elementary Los Angeles Plum Canyon Elementary 57/64998-00-011 09/26/19 1,233,580$          -$                       1/4/2023

Monterey Peninsula Unified Monterey Monte Vista Elementary 57/66092-00-035 10/11/19 2,092,964$          -$                       1/4/2023

Mission Union Elementary Monterey Mission Elementary 57/66084-00-003 10/31/19 334,060$             222,707$           1/4/2023

Whittier City Elementary Los Angeles Katherine Edwards Middle 57/65110-00-023 12/18/19 6,543,024$          -$                       1/6/2023

Rosemead Elementary Los Angeles Muscatel Middle 57/64931-00-015 01/06/20 4,030,939$          -$                       1/6/2023

Rosemead Elementary Los Angeles Muscatel Middle 57/64931-00-016 01/24/20 1,904,011$          -$                       1/6/2023

East Side Union High Santa Clara William C Overfelt High 57/69427-00-039 01/28/20 246,855$             -$                       1/6/2023

Whittier City Elementary Los Angeles Longfellow Elementary 57/65110-00-024 01/29/20 3,420,166$          -$                       1/6/2023

Walnut Valley Unified Los Angeles South Pointe Middle 57/73460-00-014 02/04/20 950,894$             -$                       3/1/2023

Los Alamitos Unified Orange Jack L Weaver Elementary 57/73924-00-016 02/04/20 355,161$             -$                       3/1/2023

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Muir Elementary 57/64725-00-039 02/07/20 7,924,918$          -$                       3/1/2023

Fountain Valley Elementary Orange Tamura (Hisamatsu) Elementary 57/66498-00-018 02/10/20 1,476,090$          -$                       3/1/2023

Fountain Valley Elementary Orange Newland (William T) Elementary 57/66498-00-019 02/10/20 2,318,769$          -$                       3/1/2023

Chino Valley Unified San Bernardino Ruben S Ayala High 57/67678-00-030 02/27/20 7,953,343$          -$                       3/1/2023

Cajon Valley Union San Diego Johnson Elementary 57/67991-00-011 02/28/20 126,661$             -$                       3/1/2023

Downey Unified Los Angeles Stauffer (Mary R) Middle 57/64451-00-037 03/02/20 1,326,775$          -$                       3/1/2023

Brentwood Union Elementary Contra Costa Edna Hill Middle 57/61655-00-004 03/03/20 3,020,040$          -$                       3/1/2023

West Contra Costa Unified Contra Costa Wilson Elementary 57/61796-00-054 03/03/20 3,844,145$          -$                       3/1/2023

Norwalk-La Mirada Unified Los Angeles La Mirada High 57/64840-00-035 03/03/20 976,743$             -$                       3/1/2023

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Madison Elementary 57/64725-00-040 03/04/20 3,795,170$          -$                       3/1/2023

Carlsbad Unified San Diego Magnolia Elementary 57/73551-00-010 03/04/20 881,515$             -$                       3/1/2023

Manhattan Beach Unified Los Angeles Opal Robinson Elementary 57/75333-00-010 03/04/20 5,158,125$          -$                       3/1/2023

West Contra Costa Unified Contra Costa Richmond Unified Alter Ed 57/61796-00-055 03/05/20 1,245,850$          -$                       3/1/2023

San Francisco Unified San Francisco Sheridan Elementary 57/68478-13-002 03/05/20 838,564$             -$                       3/1/2023

Sunnyside Union Elementary Tulare Sunnyside Elementary 57/72181-00-002 03/06/20 234,947$             156,631$           3/1/2023

Santee San Diego Pepper Drive Elementary 57/68361-00-013 03/09/20 5,936,708$          -$                       3/1/2023

Happy Valley Elementary Santa Cruz Happy Valley Elementary 57/69757-00-001 03/10/20 921,035$             614,023$           3/1/2023

Little Lake City Elementary Los Angeles Lake Center Middle 57/64717-00-011 03/12/20 5,032,565$          -$                       3/1/2023

Little Lake City Elementary Los Angeles Lakeland Elementary 57/64717-00-012 03/13/20 3,256,864$          -$                       3/1/2023

Liberty Union High Contra Costa Liberty High 57/61721-00-004 03/16/20 5,750,850$          -$                       3/1/2023

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Manhattan Place Elementary 57/64733-00-731 03/16/20 2,228,899$          -$                       3/1/2023

Manhattan Beach Unified Los Angeles Meadows Avenue Elementary 57/75333-00-011 03/16/20 1,448,092$          -$                       3/1/2023

Santee San Diego Sycamore Canyon Elementary 57/68361-00-014 03/17/20 280,308$             -$                       3/1/2023

Santee San Diego PRIDE Academy at Prospect Avenue 57/68361-00-015 03/18/20 280,308$             -$                       3/1/2023

Ontario-Montclair San Bernardino Euclid Elementary 57/67819-00-040 03/19/20 493,206$             -$                       3/1/2023

Santee San Diego Chet F Harritt Elementary 57/68361-00-016 03/19/20 1,391,641$          -$                       3/1/2023

Mountain View Elementary Los Angeles Cogswell Elementary 57/64816-00-014 03/24/20 747,648$             -$                       3/1/2023

Downey Unified Los Angeles Doty Middle 57/64451-00-038 03/26/20 6,509,783$          -$                       3/1/2023

Anaheim Elementary Orange Sunkist Elementary 57/66423-00-034 03/31/20 8,021,867$          -$                       3/1/2023

Santa Monica-Malibu Unified Los Angeles Malibu High 57/64980-00-020 04/01/20 238,260$             -$                       3/1/2023

Mountain View Elementary Los Angeles Jerry Voorhis Elementary 57/64816-00-015 04/08/20 2,412,065$          -$                       3/1/2023

Dinuba Unified Tulare Dinuba High 57/75531-00-013 04/08/20 4,090,672$          2,727,115$        3/1/2023

Little Lake City Elementary Los Angeles Cresson Elementary 57/64717-00-013 04/15/20 3,314,669$          -$                       3/1/2023

Little Lake City Elementary Los Angeles William W Orr Elementary 57/64717-00-014 04/15/20 3,552,290$          -$                       3/1/2023

Little Lake City Elementary Los Angeles Paddison Elementary 57/64717-00-015 04/15/20 2,602,126$          -$                       3/1/2023
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Little Lake City Elementary Los Angeles Jersey Avenue Elementary 57/64717-00-016 04/15/20 4,404,263$          -$                       3/1/2023

Little Lake City Elementary Los Angeles Lakeview Elementary 57/64717-00-017 04/15/20 1,334,905$          -$                       3/1/2023

Little Lake City Elementary Los Angeles Studebaker Elementary 57/64717-00-018 04/15/20 6,104,596$          -$                       3/1/2023

Miller Creek (aka Dixie) Elementary Marin Miller Creek Middle 57/65318-00-008 04/20/20 3,011,768$          -$                       3/1/2023

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Azusa High 57/64279-00-029 04/23/20 2,656,453$          -$                       3/1/2023

Piedmont City Unified Alameda Millennium High Alternative 57/61275-00-007 04/27/20 1,143,058$          -$                       3/1/2023

Piedmont City Unified Alameda Piedmont Middle 57/61275-00-008 04/27/20 3,618,536$          -$                       3/1/2023

Woodville Union Elementary Tulare Woodville Elementary 57/72298-00-002 04/27/20 1,384,262$          922,841$           3/1/2023

Cupertino Union Santa Clara Louis E. Stocklmeir Elementary 57/69419-00-035 05/05/20 2,553,029$          -$                       3/1/2023

Whittier City Elementary Los Angeles Lydia Jackson Elementary 57/65110-00-025 05/07/20 2,420,600$          -$                       3/1/2023

Standard Elementary Kern Standard Elementary 57/63792-00-003 05/08/20 2,438,578$          -$                       3/1/2023

Santa Cruz City Elementary Santa Cruz Gault Elementary 57/69815-00-007 05/08/20 766,614$             511,076$           3/1/2023

Benicia Unified Solano Benicia Middle 57/70524-00-016 05/13/20 3,201,689$          -$                       3/1/2023

Santa Cruz City Elementary Santa Cruz Westlake Elementary 57/69815-00-008 05/26/20 337,743$             -$                       3/1/2023

Santa Cruz City High Santa Cruz Mission Hill Middle 57/69823-00-012 05/26/20 963,477$             -$                       3/1/2023

Santa Cruz City High Santa Cruz Mission Hill Middle 57/69823-00-013 05/26/20 345,040$             -$                       3/1/2023

Keyes Union Stanislaus Keyes Elementary 57/71134-00-002 05/28/20 977,602$             -$                       4/3/2023

San Francisco Unified San Francisco Clarendon Alternative Elementary 57/68478-00-061 06/05/20 1,221,651$          -$                       4/3/2023

San Jose Unified Santa Clara Pioneer High 57/69666-00-055 06/08/20 5,396,312$          -$                       4/3/2023

Sutter Union High Sutter Butte View High 57/71449-00-002 06/08/20 53,050$               35,367$             4/3/2023

Exeter Unified Tulare Lincoln Elementary 57/76836-00-002 06/08/20 3,223,827$          -$                       4/3/2023

Mountain View Elementary Los Angeles Baker Elementary 57/64816-00-016 06/09/20 1,216,485$          -$                       4/3/2023

Mountain View Elementary Los Angeles Maxson Elementary 57/64816-00-017 06/09/20 2,070,824$          -$                       4/3/2023

Desert Sands Unified Riverside James Monroe Elementary 57/67058-00-022 06/12/20 3,505,912$          -$                       4/3/2023

Happy Camp Union Elementary Siskiyou Happy Camp Elementary 57/70334-00-001 06/12/20 151,321$             100,881$           4/3/2023

Santa Cruz City Elementary Santa Cruz Bay View Elementary 57/69815-00-009 06/18/20 2,335,181$          -$                       4/3/2023

Santa Cruz City Elementary Santa Cruz De Laveaga Elementary 57/69815-00-010 06/18/20 684,116$             -$                       4/3/2023

Sanger Unified Fresno Wilson Elementary 57/62414-00-019 06/19/20 2,240,838$          -$                       4/3/2023

Culver City Unified Los Angeles Linwood E Howe Elementary 57/64444-00-018 06/19/20 1,144,606$          -$                       4/3/2023

Moraga Elementary Contra Costa Joaquin Moraga Intermediate 57/61747-00-006 06/22/20 816,506$             -$                       4/3/2023

Western Placer Unified Placer Glen Edwards Middle 57/66951-00-005 06/22/20 97,093$               -$                       4/3/2023

Chino Valley Unified San Bernardino Robert O Townsend Junior High 57/67678-00-031 06/22/20 5,692,017$          -$                       4/3/2023

Chino Valley Unified San Bernardino Canyon Hills Junior High 57/67678-00-032 06/22/20 5,297,919$          -$                       4/3/2023

Castro Valley Unified Alameda Castro Valley High 57/61150-00-030 06/25/20 3,614,585$          -$                       4/3/2023

Culver City Unified Los Angeles El Rincon Elementary 57/64444-00-019 06/29/20 822,716$             -$                       4/3/2023

North Cow Creek Elementary Shasta North Cow Creek Elementary 57/70078-00-001 06/29/20 872,946$             581,964$           4/3/2023

Whittier City Elementary Los Angeles Lydia Jackson Elementary 57/65110-00-026 06/30/20 1,302,684$          -$                       4/3/2023

Redwood City Elementary San Mateo Selby Lane Elementary 57/69005-00-011 07/01/20 2,416,873$          -$                       4/3/2023

Rosemead Elementary Los Angeles Mildred B Janson Elementary 57/64931-00-017 07/14/20 2,320,503$          -$                       4/3/2023

Tulare City Tulare Wilson Elementary 57/72231-00-012 07/17/20 1,329,829$          -$                       4/3/2023

Folsom-Cordova Unified Sacramento Sutter Middle 57/67330-00-011 07/20/20 6,814,963$          -$                       4/3/2023

Los Alamitos Unified Orange Francis Hopkinson Elementary 57/73924-00-017 07/20/20 1,331,170$          -$                       4/3/2023

Rowland Unified Los Angeles Stanley G Oswalt Academy 57/73452-00-034 07/23/20 4,323,818$          -$                       4/3/2023

Campbell Union High Santa Clara Prospect High 57/69401-00-024 07/28/20 900,358$             -$                       4/3/2023

Campbell Union High Santa Clara Del Mar High 57/69401-00-025 07/28/20 101,568$             -$                       4/3/2023

Campbell Union High Santa Clara Westmont High 57/69401-00-026 07/28/20 454,481$             -$                       4/3/2023

Santa Ana Unified Orange Muir Elementary 57/66670-00-065 07/30/20 4,894,661$          -$                       4/3/2023

Fountain Valley Elementary Orange Gisler (Robert) Elementary 57/66498-00-020 08/05/20 833,071$             -$                       4/3/2023
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Culver City Unified Los Angeles Culver City High 57/64444-00-020 08/06/20 231,309$             -$                       4/3/2023

Oakland Unified Alameda Manzanita Elementary 57/61259-00-071 08/07/20 3,004,306$          -$                       4/3/2023

Menifee Union Elementary Riverside Menifee Valley Middle 57/67116-00-001 08/07/20 5,664,890$          -$                       4/3/2023

San Dieguito Union High San Diego Sunset High (Continuation) 57/68346-00-009 08/07/20 1,189,752$          -$                       4/3/2023

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Slauson Intermediate 57/64279-00-030 08/10/20 736,951$             -$                       4/3/2023

Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara Santa Barbara Senior High 57/76786-00-016 08/10/20 37,749$               -$                       4/3/2023

Mountain View Elementary Los Angeles Willard F Payne Elementary 57/64816-00-018 08/17/20 920,247$             -$                       4/3/2023

Santa Paula Unified Ventura Thelma Bedell Elementary 57/76828-00-006 08/21/20 1,353,374$          -$                       4/3/2023

Morgan Hill Unified Santa Clara Nordstrom Elementary 57/69583-00-015 08/25/20 3,569,254$          -$                       5/5/2023

Plumas Unified Plumas Quincy Elementary 57/66969-00-009 08/28/20 2,502,911$          -$                       5/5/2023

Knights Ferry Elementary Stanislaus Knights Ferry Elementary 57/71142-00-001 08/28/20 965,899$             -$                       5/5/2023

Martinez Unified Contra Costa Alhambra Senior High 57/61739-00-011 08/31/20 2,013,416$          -$                       5/5/2023

Grossmont Union High San Diego Granite Hills High 57/68130-12-002 08/31/20 1,100,157$          -$                       5/5/2023

Benicia Unified Solano Matthew Turner Elementary 57/70524-00-017 09/01/20 513,549$             -$                       5/5/2023

Pierce Joint Unified Colusa Pierce High 57/61614-00-009 09/02/20 1,321,723$          -$                       5/5/2023

Garden Grove Unified Orange Rosita Elementary 57/66522-00-104 09/02/20 49,069$               -$                       5/5/2023

Garden Grove Unified Orange Stanford Elementary 57/66522-00-105 09/02/20 218,640$             -$                       5/5/2023

Garden Grove Unified Orange Agnes Ware Stanley Elementary 57/66522-00-106 09/02/20 295,479$             -$                       5/5/2023

Garden Grove Unified Orange Louis G Zeyen Elementary 57/66522-00-107 09/02/20 96,002$               -$                       5/5/2023

Arvin Union Kern Sierra Vista Elementary 57/63313-00-002 09/04/20 4,938,288$          -$                       5/5/2023

Alameda City Unified Alameda Encinal Junior/Senior High 57/61119-00-024 09/09/20 1,106,364$          -$                       5/5/2023

Los Alamitos Unified Orange Richard Henry Lee Elementary 57/73924-00-018 09/09/20 1,287,991$          -$                       5/5/2023

Fountain Valley Elementary Orange Talbert (Samuel E) Middle 57/66498-00-021 09/15/20 1,704,866$          -$                       5/5/2023

San Francisco Unified San Francisco Giannini (AP) Middle 57/68478-28-003 09/16/20 7,072,634$          -$                       5/5/2023

Fairfield-Suisun Unified Solano Tolenas Elementary 57/70540-00-024 09/16/20 2,669,660$          -$                       5/5/2023

Los Alamitos Unified Orange Rossmoor Elementary 57/73924-00-019 09/18/20 579,407$             -$                       5/5/2023

Kings River-Hardwick Union Elementary Kings Kings River-Hardwick Elementary 57/63941-00-002 09/30/20 4,033,525$          2,689,017$        5/5/2023

Jacoby Creek Elementary Humboldt Jacoby Creek 57/62893-00-002 10/02/20 2,124,224$          1,416,149$        5/5/2023

Merced City Elementary Merced John C Fremont Elementary 57/65771-00-016 10/06/20 2,295,823$          -$                       5/5/2023

Merced City Elementary Merced Charles Wright Elementary 57/65771-00-017 10/06/20 2,630,615$          -$                       5/5/2023

Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara McKinley Elementary 57/76786-00-017 10/12/20 629,634$             -$                       5/5/2023

Lowell Joint Los Angeles Macy Elementary 57/64766-00-002 10/16/20 3,670,918$          -$                       5/5/2023

North Cow Creek Elementary Shasta North Cow Creek Elementary 57/70078-00-002 10/19/20 144,669$             96,446$             5/5/2023

Montague Elementary Siskiyou Montague Elementary 57/70417-00-002 10/21/20 1,289,954$          859,969$           5/5/2023

Monterey Peninsula Unified Monterey Marina High 57/66092-00-040 10/22/20 3,778,564$          -$                       5/5/2023

Whittier City Elementary Los Angeles Wallen L Andrews Elementary 57/65110-00-027 10/23/20 780,560$             -$                       5/5/2023

Oak Run Elementary Shasta Oak Run Elementary 57/70086-00-001 10/23/20 55,449$               36,966$             5/5/2023

Rosemead Elementary Los Angeles Savannah Elementary 57/64931-00-018 10/27/20 2,518,586$          -$                       5/5/2023

Laguna Beach Unified Orange Thurston Middle 57/66555-00-005 10/28/20 1,292,376$          -$                       5/5/2023

Sonoma County Office of Education Sonoma El Colegio 57/10496-00-005 10/29/20 397,070$             -$                       5/5/2023

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Cubberley K-8 57/64725-00-042 10/29/20 9,447,775$          -$                       5/5/2023

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Prisk Elementary 57/64725-00-043 10/29/20 600,627$             -$                       5/5/2023

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Wilson High 57/64725-00-044 10/29/20 17,001,370$        -$                       5/5/2023

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Naples Elementary 57/64725-00-045 10/29/20 2,159,336$          -$                       5/5/2023

Palo Alto Unified Santa Clara Henry M Gunn High 57/69641-00-031 10/30/20 1,046,318$          -$                       5/5/2023

Downey Unified Los Angeles Griffiths (Gordon) Middle 57/64451-00-039 11/02/20 5,499,618$          -$                       7/12/2023

Garden Grove Unified Orange Ethan B Allen Elementary 57/66522-00-108 11/06/20 2,327,552$          -$                       7/12/2023

Garden Grove Unified Orange Enders Elementary 57/66522-00-109 11/06/20 3,741,226$          -$                       7/12/2023
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Garden Grove Unified Orange Earl Warren Elementary 57/66522-00-110 11/06/20 686,694$             -$                       7/12/2023

Garden Grove Unified Orange Mamie L Northcutt Elementary 57/66522-00-111 11/06/20 1,419,563$          -$                       7/12/2023

Redwood City Elementary San Mateo Fair Oaks Elementary 57/69005-00-012 11/09/20 1,511,169$          -$                       7/12/2023

Culver City Unified Los Angeles Farragut Elementary 57/64444-00-021 11/11/20 698,840$             -$                       7/12/2023

Ceres Unified Stanislaus Ceres High 57/71043-00-017 11/11/20 4,527,998$          -$                       7/12/2023

Manhattan Beach Unified Los Angeles Aurelia Pennekamp Elementary 57/75333-00-012 11/12/20 2,072,536$          -$                       7/12/2023

Lodi Unified San Joaquin Tokay High 57/68585-00-017 11/16/20 6,191,949$          -$                       7/12/2023

Millville Elementary Shasta Millville Elementary 57/70052-00-004 11/18/20 8,875$                 5,916$               7/12/2023

Tulare County Office of Education Tulare LB Hill Learning Center 57/10546-00-008 11/23/20 834,309$             556,206$           7/12/2023

Murrieta Valley Unified Riverside Murrieta Canyon Academy 57/75200-00-011 11/24/20 2,023,092$          -$                       7/12/2023

Palo Alto Unified Santa Clara El Carmelo Elementary 57/69641-00-032 12/01/20 456,529$             -$                       7/12/2023

Turlock Unified Stanislaus Turlock High 57/75739-00-017 12/01/20 8,679,594$          -$                       7/12/2023

Sequoia Union High San Mateo Menlo-Atherton High 57/69062-01-001 12/08/20 3,270,273$          -$                       7/12/2023

Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara Peabody Charter 57/76786-00-018 12/09/20 1,200,035$          -$                       7/12/2023

Canyon Elementary Contra Costa Canyon Elementary 57/61671-00-001 12/10/20 51,899$               34,599$             7/12/2023

Lodi Unified San Joaquin Bear Creek High 57/68585-00-018 12/10/20 1,798,147$          -$                       7/12/2023

Santa Monica-Malibu Unified Los Angeles John Muir Elementary 57/64980-00-021 12/14/20 3,288,633$          -$                       7/12/2023

Santa Monica-Malibu Unified Los Angeles Grant Elementary 57/64980-00-022 12/14/20 491,283$             -$                       7/12/2023

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Kellogg Polytechnic Elementary 57/64907-00-038 12/15/20 898,569$             -$                       7/12/2023

Redwood City Elementary San Mateo Taft Elementary 57/69005-00-013 12/17/20 2,508,541$          -$                       7/12/2023

Redwood City Elementary San Mateo Clifford Elementary 57/69005-00-014 12/17/20 1,974,531$          -$                       7/12/2023

San Ramon Valley Unified Contra Costa Charlotte Wood Middle 57/61804-00-045 12/18/20 4,160,111$          -$                       7/12/2023

Redwood City Elementary San Mateo Roosevelt Elementary 57/69005-00-015 12/18/20 2,983,678$          -$                       7/12/2023

Redwood City Elementary San Mateo John Gill Elementary 57/69005-00-016 12/18/20 280,308$             -$                       7/12/2023

Ceres Unified Stanislaus Carroll Fowler Elementary 57/71043-00-018 12/18/20 1,033,241$          -$                       7/12/2023

Los Alamitos Unified Orange Los Alamitos High 57/73924-00-020 12/18/20 4,813,761$          -$                       7/12/2023

Tulare City Tulare Live Oak Middle 57/72231-00-013 12/21/20 2,292,239$          -$                       7/12/2023

Hemet Unified Riverside Winchester Elementary 57/67082-00-011 01/11/21 3,605,542$          -$                       7/12/2023

Sequoia Union High San Mateo Menlo-Atherton High 57/69062-01-002 01/13/21 2,236,801$          -$                       7/12/2023

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Roosevelt Elementary 57/64907-00-039 01/15/21 3,830,957$          -$                       7/12/2023

Vacaville Unified Solano Sierra Vista K-8 57/70573-00-014 01/20/21 873,752$             -$                       7/12/2023

Vacaville Unified Solano Kairos Public School Vacaville Academy 57/70573-00-015 01/27/21 1,620,399$          -$                       7/12/2023

Murrieta Valley Unified Riverside Murrieta Elementary 57/75200-00-012 01/29/21 2,935,085$          -$                       7/12/2023

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Decker Elementary 57/64907-00-040 02/02/21 557,351$             -$                       7/12/2023

South Bay Union Elementary Humboldt Pine Hill Elementary 57/63032-00-003 02/03/21 585,617$             -$                       7/12/2023

Lassen View Union Elementary Tehama Lassen View Elementary 57/71563-00-001 02/03/21 460,366$             306,911$           7/12/2023

Vallecito Union Calaveras Avery Middle 57/61580-00-003 02/05/21 895,071$             -$                       7/12/2023

Redding Elementary Shasta Sequoia Middle 57/70110-00-008 02/05/21 5,098,012$          -$                       7/12/2023

Livermore Valley Joint Unified Alameda East Avenue Middle 57/61200-00-030 02/08/21 1,456,271$          -$                       7/12/2023

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Vejar Elementary 57/64907-00-041 02/08/21 2,445,541$          -$                       7/12/2023

Traver Joint Elementary Tulare Traver Elementary 57/72223-00-002 02/09/21 939,161$             626,107$           7/12/2023

Inglewood Unified Los Angeles Woodworth-Monroe K-8 Academy 57/64634-00-004 02/10/21 5,961,316$          -$                       7/12/2023

Inglewood Unified Los Angeles Morningside High 57/64634-00-005 02/12/21 9,664,934$          -$                       7/12/2023

Inglewood Unified Los Angeles Woodworth-Monroe K-8 Academy 57/64634-00-006 02/12/21 5,961,316$          -$                       7/12/2023

Inglewood Unified Los Angeles Oak Street Elementary 57/64634-00-007 02/12/21 5,141,371$          -$                       7/12/2023

Menifee Union Elementary Riverside Chester W Morrison Elementary 57/67116-00-002 02/12/21 2,277,282$          -$                       7/12/2023

Temecula Valley Unified Riverside Rancho Elementary 57/75192-00-019 02/22/21 3,953,778$          -$                       7/12/2023

Vacaville Unified Solano Vacaville High 57/70573-00-016 02/23/21 6,462,712$          -$                       7/12/2023
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Lindsay Unified Tulare Reagan Elementary 57/71993-00-010 02/25/21 1,273,276$          848,851$           7/12/2023

Tracy Joint Unified San Joaquin North Elementary 57/75499-00-013 02/25/21 6,087,113$          -$                       7/12/2023

Liberty Union High Contra Costa Liberty High 57/61721-00-005 02/26/21 1,092,009$          -$                       7/12/2023

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Serrano Middle 57/67876-00-111 03/05/21 849,688$             -$                       7/12/2023

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Martin Luther King Jr. Middle 57/67876-00-112 03/08/21 3,391,128$          -$                       7/12/2023

Chino Valley Unified San Bernardino Ruben S. Ayala High 57/67678-00-033 03/10/21 9,671,171$          -$                       7/12/2023

Chico Unified Butte Pleasant Valley High 57/61424-00-010 03/15/21 3,859,045$          -$                       7/12/2023

Oak Park Unified Ventura Red Oak Elementary 57/73874-00-006 03/15/21 3,083,378$          -$                       7/12/2023

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Armstrong Elementary 57/64907-00-042 03/16/21 500,176$             -$                       7/12/2023

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Pacific High 57/67876-00-113 03/23/21 15,389,526$        -$                       7/12/2023

Natomas Unified Sacramento Bannon Creek 57/75283-00-006 03/26/21 2,937,820$          -$                       

Natomas Unified Sacramento Jefferson Elementary 57/75283-00-007 03/26/21 618,428$             -$                       

Paramount Unified Los Angeles Frank J. Zamboni Middle 57/64873-00-013 03/30/21 5,037,676$          -$                       

Reef-Sunset Unified Kings Avenal High 57/73932-00-012 03/31/21 908,286$             -$                       

Reef-Sunset Unified Kings Avenal Elementary 57/73932-00-013 03/31/21 3,281,916$          -$                       

Reef-Sunset Unified Kings Avenal Elementary 57/73932-00-014 03/31/21 3,281,916$          -$                       

Riverside County Office of Education Riverside Menifee Valley Middle 57/10330-00-001 04/01/21 401,302$             -$                       

Riverside Unified Riverside Monroe Elementary 57/67215-00-048 04/02/21 914,304$             -$                       

Las Lomitas Elementary San Mateo La Entrada Middle 57/68957-00-003 04/06/21 1,776,821$          -$                       

Las Lomitas Elementary San Mateo Las Lomitas Elementary 57/68957-00-004 04/06/21 647,349$             -$                       

Visalia Unified Tulare Hurley Elementary 57/72256-00-032 04/06/21 2,916,805$          -$                       

Clovis Unified Fresno Maple Creek Elementary 57/62117-00-063 04/07/21 3,258,566$          -$                       

Clovis Unified Fresno Nelson Elementary 57/62117-00-064 04/07/21 180,538$             -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Shandin Hills Middle 57/67876-00-114 04/07/21 1,984,598$          -$                       

Redding Elementary Shasta Cypress Elementary 57/70110-00-009 04/08/21 1,860,757$          -$                       

Konocti Unified Lake Lower Lake High 57/64022-00-015 04/13/21 966,365$             -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Blythe Street Elementary 57/64733-00-732 04/16/21 1,800,737$          -$                       

Buellton Union Elementary Santa Barbara Oak Valley Elementary 57/69138-00-003 04/16/21 1,300,038$          -$                       

Downey Unified Los Angeles Sussman (Edward A.) Middle 57/64451-00-040 04/26/21 3,654,641$          -$                       

San Leandro Unified Alameda Garfield Elementary 57/61291-00-022 05/06/21 821,661$             -$                       

San Leandro Unified Alameda Wilson Elementary 57/61291-00-023 05/06/21 1,000,593$          -$                       

Martinez Unified Contra Costa Las Juntas Elementary 57/61739-00-012 05/10/21 616,008$             -$                       

Desert Sands Unified Riverside Gerald R. Ford Elementary 57/67058-00-023 05/10/21 3,961,892$          -$                       

Riverside Unified Riverside Arlington High 57/67215-00-049 05/14/21 1,175,470$          -$                       

Shasta Union High Shasta Shasta High 57/70136-00-005 05/18/21 1,702,529$          -$                       

Hermosa Beach City Elementary Los Angeles Hermosa View Elementary 57/64600-00-010 05/20/21 1,654,889$          -$                       

Castro Valley Unified Alameda Vannoy Elementary 57/61150-00-031 05/22/21 321,554$             -$                       

Pittsburg Unified Contra Costa Pittsburg Senior High 57/61788-00-011 05/28/21 7,941,908$          -$                       

Ontario-Montclair San Bernardino Central Language Academy 57/67819-00-039 05/29/21 493,206$             -$                       

Val Verde Unified Riverside Mead Valley Elementary 57/75242-00-004 06/01/21 3,251,119$          -$                       

Val Verde Unified Riverside Val Verde Elementary 57/75242-00-005 06/01/21 5,054,655$          -$                       

Val Verde Unified Riverside Vista Verde Middle 57/75242-00-006 06/01/21 6,345,819$          -$                       

Palm Springs Unified Riverside Agua Caliente Elementary 57/67173-00-012 06/02/21 2,370,815$          -$                       

Lowell Joint Los Angeles El Portal Elementary 57/64766-00-003 06/07/21 1,286,348$          -$                       

Placer Union High Placer Placer High 57/66894-00-016 06/08/21 1,865,578$          -$                       

East Side Union High Santa Clara Andrew P. Hill High 57/69427-00-040 06/08/21 11,171,087$        -$                       

Val Verde Unified Riverside Tomas Rivera Middle 57/75242-00-007 06/08/21 5,309,678$          -$                       

Bakersfield City Kern Bessie E. Owens Primary 57/63321-00-018 06/11/21 4,048,293$          -$                       
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Bakersfield City Kern Bessie E. Owens Intermediate 57/63321-00-019 06/11/21 5,114,606$          -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Casa Roble Fundamental High 57/67447-00-070 06/11/21 2,413,857$          -$                       

Visalia Unified Tulare Mt. Whitney High 57/72256-00-033 06/14/21 2,244,397$          -$                       

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Arroyo Grande High 57/68759-00-019 06/15/21 1,186,650$          -$                       

Salida Union Elementary Stanislaus Salida Elementary 57/71266-00-002 06/17/21 943,006$             -$                       

Salida Union Elementary Stanislaus Independence Charter 57/71266-00-003 06/17/21 460,501$             -$                       

Salida Union Elementary Stanislaus Mildred Perkins Elementary 57/71266-00-004 06/17/21 1,820,378$          -$                       

Santa Monica-Malibu Unified Los Angeles Lincoln Middle 57/64980-00-023 06/18/21 1,365,171$          -$                       

Lodi Unified San Joaquin Wagner-Holt Elementary 57/68585-00-019 06/21/21 664,542$             -$                       

Wheatland Union High Yuba Wheatland Union High 57/72769-00-003 06/25/21 1,080,953$          -$                       

Desert Sands Unified Riverside Abraham Lincoln Elementary 57/67058-00-024 07/02/21 1,839,667$          -$                       

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Locust Elementary 57/67710-00-027 07/07/21 593,663$             -$                       

Chino Valley Unified San Bernardino Hidden Trails Elementary 57/67678-00-034 07/08/21 2,084,162$          -$                       

Chino Valley Unified San Bernardino Butterfield Ranch Elementary 57/67678-00-035 07/08/21 2,084,162$          -$                       

Anderson Union High Shasta West Valley High 57/69856-00-004 07/08/21 1,460,131$          -$                       

Mendota Unified Fresno Mendota High 57/75127-00-007 07/08/21 2,400,209$          -$                       

Manhattan Beach Unified Los Angeles Grand View Elementary 57/75333-00-013 07/13/21 3,557,507$          -$                       

Vacaville Unified Solano Edwin Markham Elementary 57/70573-00-017 07/16/21 3,873,519$          -$                       

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Robinson Academy 57/64725-00-006 07/21/21 4,793,886$          -$                       

Pleasanton Unified Alameda Amador Valley High 57/75101-00-018 07/21/21 1,552,152$          -$                       

Atascadero Unified San Luis Obispo San Benito Elementary 57/68700-00-012 07/30/21 2,726,484$          -$                       

Clovis Unified Fresno Cole Elementary 57/62117-00-065 08/03/21 3,901,527$          -$                       

San Ardo Union Elementary Monterey San Ardo Elementary 57/66175-00-001 08/06/21 904,499$             -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Granada Hills Continuation 57/64733-00-733 08/10/21 11,024,897$        -$                       

East Side Union High Santa Clara James Lick High 57/69427-00-041 08/11/21 9,249,390$          -$                       

Livermore Valley Joint Unified Alameda Joe Michell Elementary 57/61200-00-031 08/12/21 2,952,077$          -$                       

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Hughes Middle 57/64725-00-047 08/13/21 10,336,081$        -$                       

Shasta Union High Shasta Enterprise High 57/70136-00-006 08/13/21 405,965$             -$                       

Fowler Unified Fresno Marshall Elementary 57/62158-00-005 08/16/21 593,663$             -$                       

Val Verde Unified Riverside Rainbow Ridge Elementary 57/75242-00-008 08/16/21 3,183,778$          -$                       

Mountain View-Los Altos Union High Santa Clara Los Altos High 57/69609-00-006 08/17/21 2,086,507$          -$                       

Chico Unified Butte Pleasant Valley High 57/61424-00-011 08/20/21 1,143,544$          -$                       

Simi Valley Unified Ventura Simi Valley High 57/72603-00-035 08/23/21 3,001,246$          -$                       

Simi Valley Unified Ventura Royal High 57/72603-00-036 08/23/21 6,538,581$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Arroyo Seco Museum Science 57/64733-00-735 08/24/21 1,992,899$          -$                       

Cloverdale Unified Sonoma Washington Middle 57/70656-00-003 08/25/21 1,594,800$          -$                       

Corona-Norco Unified Riverside Jefferson Elementary 57/67033-00-023 08/31/21 2,544,857$          -$                       

Jefferson Elementary San Mateo Garden Village Elementary 57/68916-00-031 09/02/21 576,150$             -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento John Barrett Middle 57/67447-00-071 09/03/21 4,012,081$          -$                       

Fowler Unified Fresno Malaga Elementary 57/62158-00-006 09/07/21 996,505$             -$                       

Irvine Unified Orange South Lake Middle 57/73650-00-037 09/08/21 5,557,028$          -$                       

Elk Grove Unified Sacramento Pleasant Grove Elementary 57/67314-00-038 09/14/21 2,732,908$          -$                       

Elk Grove Unified Sacramento Joseph Kerr Middle 57/67314-00-039 09/15/21 1,887,743$          -$                       

San Luis Coastal Unified San Luis Obispo Bishop's Peak Elementary 57/68809-00-029 09/23/21 1,028,097$          -$                       

Val Verde Unified Riverside Victoriano Elementary 57/75242-00-009 09/23/21 4,987,333$          -$                       

Newport-Mesa Unified Orange Back Bay High 57/66597-00-052 09/24/21 568,251$             -$                       

Newport-Mesa Unified Orange Horace Ensign Intermediate 57/66597-00-053 09/27/21 3,521,366$          -$                       

Hemet Unified Riverside Little Lake Elementary 57/67082-00-012 09/27/21 2,358,946$          -$                       
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Victor Valley Union High San Bernardino Silverado High 57/67934-00-005 09/27/21 13,912,788$        -$                       

Sequoia Union Elementary Tulare Sequoia Union Elementary 57/72116-00-002 09/29/21 2,272,945$          -$                       

Fowler Unified Fresno Fowler High 57/62158-00-007 10/07/21 1,620,174$          -$                       

Newport-Mesa Unified Orange Costa Mesa High 57/66597-00-054 10/08/21 2,661,188$          -$                       

San Leandro Unified Alameda McKinley Elementary 57/61291-00-024 10/11/21 572,174$             -$                       

San Leandro Unified Alameda Washington Elementary 57/61291-00-025 10/11/21 635,413$             -$                       

San Marcos Unified San Diego Richland Elementary 57/73791-00-011 10/12/21 2,410,423$          -$                       

Santa Cruz City High Santa Cruz Santa Cruz High 57/69823-00-014 10/13/21 1,097,306$          -$                       

Val Verde Unified Riverside Mary McLeod Bethune Elementary 57/75242-00-010 10/13/21 3,927,022$          -$                       

Val Verde Unified Riverside El Potrero Elementary 57/75242-00-011 10/14/21 1,085,424$          -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Del Rosa Elementary 57/67876-00-115 10/15/21 4,576,808$          -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Warm Springs Elementary 57/67876-00-116 10/15/21 4,811,962$          -$                       

Windsor Unified Sonoma Mattie Washburn Elementary 57/75358-00-005 10/20/21 2,467,229$          -$                       

McCabe Union Elementary Imperial McCabe Elementary 57/63180-00-002 10/25/21 877,698$             587,878$           

Lowell Joint Los Angeles Jordan Elementary 57/64766-00-004 10/26/21 2,685,245$          -$                       

Sutter Union High Sutter Sutter High 57/71449-00-003 10/27/21 1,958,886$          1,305,924$        

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Sherman Oaks Center for Enriched Studies 57/64733-00-736 10/29/21 15,234,395$        -$                       

Vallejo City Unified Solano Highland Elementary 57/70581-00-021 11/02/21 1,406,709$          -$                       

Vallejo City Unified Solano Vallejo High 57/70581-00-022 11/02/21 7,334,265$          -$                       

Compton Unified Los Angeles Compton High 57/73437-01-044 11/09/21 11,859,646$        -$                       

Thermalito Union Elementary Butte Poplar Avenue Elementary 57/61549-00-007 11/15/21 2,145,740$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Theodore Roosevelt Senior High 57/64733-05-019 11/15/21 26,510,715$        -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Rio Vista Elementary 57/67876-00-117 11/15/21 1,706,152$          -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Barton Elementary 57/67876-00-118 11/15/21 1,969,764$          -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Cole Elementary 57/67876-00-119 11/15/21 312,681$             -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Arden Middle 57/67447-00-072 11/17/21 5,618,883$          -$                       

Surprise Valley Joint Unified Modoc Surprise Valley High 57/65896-00-002 11/24/21 92,981$               61,987$             

Pittsburg Unified Contra Costa Willow Cove Elementary 57/61788-00-012 12/07/21 3,407,170$          -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Linda Vista Elementary 57/68338-00-269 12/08/21 2,023,418$          -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego La Jolla Elementary 57/68338-00-270 12/09/21 2,506,714$          -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Clairemont Canyons Academy 57/68338-00-271 12/09/21 1,588,882$          -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Spreckels Elementary 57/68338-00-272 12/10/21 3,371,438$          -$                       

Glendale Unified Los Angeles Benjamin Franklin Elementary 57/64568-00-050 12/17/21 2,693,602$          -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Greer Elementary 57/67447-00-073 12/17/21 2,122,725$          -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Sylvan Middle 57/67447-00-074 12/17/21 3,421,146$          -$                       

Hermosa Beach City Elementary Los Angeles Hermosa Valley Elementary 57/64600-00-011 12/20/21 1,407,337$          -$                       

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Fremont Elementary 57/64725-00-048 12/20/21 3,811,046$          -$                       

Stockton Unified San Joaquin Montezuma Elementary 57/68676-00-043 12/20/21 3,941,683$          -$                       

Snowline Joint Unified San Bernardino Serrano High 57/73957-00-002 12/20/21 26,786,772$        -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Pio Pico Middle 57/64733-00-737 12/23/21 3,881,973$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Los Angeles Polytechnic High 57/64733-38-024 12/23/21 18,394,736$        -$                       

Hanford Joint Union High Kings Hanford West High 57/63925-00-006 01/03/22 6,324,560$          -$                       

Hanford Joint Union High Kings Hanford High 57/63925-00-007 01/03/22 9,031,588$          -$                       

Cloverdale Unified Sonoma Jefferson Elementary 57/70656-00-004 01/03/22 226,175$             150,783$           

San Juan Unified Sacramento Dyer-Kelly Elementary 57/67447-00-075 01/04/22 2,639,171$          -$                       

South Pasadena Unified Los Angeles Arroyo Vista Elementary 57/65029-00-007 01/06/22 2,037,319$          -$                       

South Pasadena Unified Los Angeles Monterey Hills Elementary 57/65029-00-008 01/06/22 2,764,964$          -$                       

South Pasadena Unified Los Angeles Marengo Elementary 57/65029-00-009 01/06/22 1,300,812$          -$                       
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Santa Monica-Malibu Unified Los Angeles Santa Monica High 57/64980-00-024 01/07/22 2,263,976$          -$                       

Lodi Unified San Joaquin Lodi High 57/68585-00-020 01/07/22 12,701,506$        -$                       

Santa Monica-Malibu Unified Los Angeles Malibu Elementary 57/64980-00-025 01/10/22 211,730$             -$                       

Santa Monica-Malibu Unified Los Angeles Roosevelt Elementary 57/64980-00-026 01/10/22 253,045$             -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Del Campo High 57/67447-00-076 01/11/22 1,718,782$          -$                       

Vacaville Unified Solano Willis Jepson Middle 57/70573-00-018 01/12/22 2,510,040$          -$                       

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Dana Elementary 57/68759-00-020 01/13/22 1,545,027$          -$                       

San Francisco Unified San Francisco Marina Middle 57/68478-79-006 01/14/22 5,087,190$          -$                       

Visalia Unified Tulare Green Acres Middle 57/72256-00-034 01/18/22 5,041,833$          -$                       

Mendocino Unified Mendocino Mendocino High 57/65581-00-007 01/19/22 1,822,028$          -$                       

Oakland Unified Alameda Fremont High 57/61259-00-072 01/20/22 13,081,284$        -$                       

Fremont Union High Santa Clara Cupertino High 57/69468-00-017 01/25/22 2,883,779$          -$                       

Fremont Union High Santa Clara Fremont High 57/69468-00-018 01/25/22 1,831,159$          -$                       

Fremont Union High Santa Clara Monta Vista High 57/69468-00-019 01/25/22 824,211$             -$                       

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Branch Elementary 57/68759-00-021 01/26/22 1,198,935$          -$                       

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Shell Beach Elementary 57/68759-00-022 01/26/22 1,267,161$          -$                       

Shiloh Elementary Stanislaus Shiloh Elementary 57/71274-00-002 01/26/22 692,087$             -$                       

San Ramon Valley Unified Contra Costa San Ramon Valley High 57/61804-00-046 01/31/22 13,278,135$        -$                       

Santa Monica-Malibu Unified Los Angeles Will Rogers Elementary 57/64980-00-027 02/02/22 274,399$             -$                       

Santa Monica-Malibu Unified Los Angeles John Adams Middle 57/64980-00-028 02/02/22 685,570$             -$                       

Redlands Unified San Bernardino Lugonia Elementary 57/67843-00-017 02/02/22 402,314$             -$                       

Redlands Unified San Bernardino Cope Middle 57/67843-00-018 02/02/22 1,076,784$          -$                       

Redlands Unified San Bernardino Crafton Elementary 57/67843-00-019 02/02/22 508,135$             -$                       

Redlands Unified San Bernardino Mentone Elementary 57/67843-00-020 02/02/22 1,361,431$          -$                       

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Arroyo Elementary 57/64907-00-043 02/03/22 1,999,555$          -$                       

Pacifica San Mateo Ocean Shore Elementary 57/68932-00-010 02/03/22 936,186$             -$                       

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Helen Keller Middle 57/64725-00-049 02/04/22 2,222,143$          -$                       

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Ganesha High 57/64907-00-044 02/08/22 1,011,959$          -$                       

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Garey High 57/64907-00-045 02/08/22 4,246,063$          -$                       

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Alcott Elementary 57/64907-00-046 02/10/22 976,486$             -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Venice Senior High 58/64733-00-005* 02/16/23 1,059,058$          -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Crenshaw Senior High 58/64733-00-006* 03/23/23 894,491$             -$                       

Del Norte County Unified Del Norte Crescent Elk Middle 58/61820-00-009 05/08/23 981,055$             -$                       

Del Norte County Unified Del Norte Joe Hamilton Elementary 58/61820-00-010 05/08/23 582,309$             -$                       

Anderson Valley Unified Mendocino Anderson Valley Junior-Senior 58/65540-00-002 05/19/23 163,306$             -$                       

Anderson Valley Unified Mendocino Anderson Valley Elementary 58/65540-00-003 05/31/23 504,974$             -$                       

1,063,095,151$   15,456,315$      

1,078,551,466$ 

MODERNIZATION FUNDING SUBTOTALS 1,058,909,958$   15,456,315$      

MODERNIZATION FACILITY HARDSHIP - NON SEISMIC 2,231,645$          -$                       

TOTAL MODERNIZATION FUNDING 1,076,597,917$ 

MODERNIZATION FACILITY HARDSHIP - SEISMIC 1,953,549$          -$                       

(a) Represents estimated 60% state share of project including excessive cost grants. Sesimic Mitigation Program projects represents the estimated 50% state share of project.

     Amounts shown have not been reviewed by OPSC for compliance with all School Facility Program  requirements.

(b)  Represents estimated financial hardship.  Amounts shown have not been reviewed by OPSC for compliance with all School Facility Program requirements.
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*Facility Hardship project requesting Seismic Mitigation Program funding.

**School districts have been notified that the Office of Public School Construction will begin processing the district’s application in the near future.
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CHARTER APPLICATIONS

Remaining Applications for Preliminary Apportionment (Forms SAB 50-09)

- as of July 31, 2023 -

Type County District Charter School
Application 

Number

Received 

Date

Estimated Reserved 

Preliminary 

Apportionment  
New Construction Los Angeles    Los Angeles Unified                          Magnolia Science Academy 1 54/64733-39-001 05/02/22  $          21,245,388.00 

New Construction Placer         Rocklin Unified                              MMCA Expansion 54/75085-00-003 05/03/22  $          10,449,266.00 

New Construction Humboldt       Northern Humboldt Union High                 Laurel Tree - 9-12 54/62687-00-001 05/29/22  $            2,533,982.00 

New Construction Humboldt       McKinleyville Union Elementary               Laurel Tree Charter - TK-8 54/62950-00-001 05/29/22  $            5,066,501.00 

New Construction Sacramento     Natomas Unified                              Natomas Charter School 54/75283-00-011 06/01/22  $            5,608,960.00 

Rehabilitation San Diego      Grossmont Union High                         LCHS Alpine 54/68130-00-002 06/02/22  $            9,321,157.00 

New Construction Shasta         Shasta Union High                            Redding School of the Arts High School 54/70136-01-001 06/02/22  $          14,101,438.00 

New Construction San Benito     Hollister Elementary                         Hollister Prep 54/67470-00-001 06/02/22  $          15,475,416.00 

Rehabilitation Alameda        Hayward Unified                              Impact Academy 54/61192-02-005 06/02/22  $          18,081,400.00 

Rehabilitation Fresno         Sanger Unified                               Sanger Academy Charter School 54/62414-00-001 06/03/22  $          21,007,350.00 

New Construction Shasta         Columbia Elementary                          Redding School of the Arts TK 54/69948-00-001 06/03/22  $            3,162,962.00 

Rehabilitation Sacramento     Twin Rivers Unified                          Community Outreach Academy (6-8) (Rehab) 54/76505-03-001 06/03/22  $            6,691,560.00 

New Construction San Diego      San Diego Unified                            Kavod Charter School 54/68338-00-014 06/03/22  $          24,932,694.00 

Rehabilitation San Diego      San Diego Unified                            Kavod Charter School 54/68338-00-013 06/03/22  $            8,209,293.00 

New Construction San Diego      San Diego Unified                            Health Sciences 54/68338-00-010 06/03/22  $          52,457,756.00 

Rehabilitation San Diego      Chula Vista Elementary                       Feaster Charter Modernization 54/68023-03-003 06/03/22  $          20,052,170.00 

Rehabilitation San Diego      Chula Vista Elementary                       Mueller Charter Rehab 54/68023-00-003 06/03/22  $          14,043,278.00 

Total 252,440,571$             
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*The projects on this report only represents completed applications that are awaiting Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) processing and scheduling to the

State Allocation Board. It does not reflect the OPSC's complete workload or guarantee the project is within available bond authority.

** Includes Facility Hardship Non-Seismic applications.

This list includes future workload that is identified as:

- Pending reflects workload that has been processed by OPSC but awaiting further information/documentation from the district.
- Reviewing reflects currently being processed by OPSC.

Modernization**
 $1,076.6 

New Construction**
 $951.8 

New Construction - Facility 
Hardship (Seismic)

 $99.5 

Charter Schools
 $59.2 

Modernization - Facility 
Hardship (Seismic)

 $2.0 

School Facility Program Applications within Bond Authority*
- in millions of dollars, as of July 31, 2023 -
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INFORMATION ITEM

CALIFORNIA PRESCHOOL, TRANSITIONAL 
KINDERGARTEN AND FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN 

FACILITIES GRANT PROGRAM
(as of June 30, 2023)

The applications on this list represent California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten 
and Full-Day Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program projects in date order received 
through July 31, 2022. These applications have been received and are currently 
being reviewed by the Office of Public School Construction. 

Published monthly in the SAB Agenda. 

This report is also located on the OPSC Website 
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California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program

- Workload as of June 30, 2023 -
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ABC Unified Los Angeles Aloha Elementary 70/64212-00-001 3/2/2023 819,902.00$        

ABC Unified Los Angeles Furgeson Elementary 70/64212-00-002 3/2/2023 819,902.00$        

ABC Unified Los Angeles Hawaiian Elementary 71/64212-00-002 3/2/2023 190,187.00$        

ABC Unified Los Angeles Melbourne Elementary 71/64212-00-003 3/2/2023 190,187.00$        

ABC Unified Los Angeles Willow Elementary 71/64212-00-004 3/2/2023 190,187.00$        

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino Adelanto Elementary 70/67587-00-015 3/2/2023 2,733,005.00$     

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino Bradach Elementary 70/67587-00-022 3/2/2023 3,552,909.00$     

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino Eagle Ranch Elementary 70/67587-00-016 3/2/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino El Mirage 70/67587-00-014 3/2/2023 1,366,503.00$     

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino George Visual and Perform,ing Arts Magnet and Middle 70/67587-00-012 3/2/2023 4,099,510.00$     

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino Gus Franklin Jr. STEM School 70/67587-00-019 3/2/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino Magathan Elementary 70/67587-00-018 3/2/2023 5,466,012.00$     

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino Morgan Kincaid Prep 70/67587-00-020 3/2/2023 5,466,012.00$     

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino Theodore Vick Elementary 70/67587-00-021 3/2/2023 5,466,012.00$     

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino West Creek Elementary 70/67587-00-013 3/2/2023 5,466,012.00$     

Adelanto Elementary San Bernardino Westside Park Elementary 70/67587-00-017 3/2/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Alhambra Unified Los Angeles Garfield Elementary/ Scanlon Early Ed Ctr Consolidation 70/75713-00-002 2/24/2023 3,729,607.00$     

Alisal Union Monterey  Sanchez (Jesse G) Elementary 70/65961-00-029 3/2/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Alisal Union Monterey Alisal Communtiy 70/65961-00-032 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Alisal Union Monterey Bardin Elementary 70/65961-00-034 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Alisal Union Monterey Creekside Elementary 70/65961-00-027 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Alisal Union Monterey Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Academy 70/65961-00-035 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Alisal Union Monterey John Steinbeck Elementary 70/65961-00-031 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Alisal Union Monterey Loya (Oscar F.) Elementary 70/65961-00-030 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Alisal Union Monterey Monte Bella Elementary 70/65961-00-033 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Alisal Union Monterey Virginia Rocca Barton Elementary 70/65961-00-028 3/2/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Amador County Unified Amador Ione Elementary 70/73981-00-004 2/28/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Amador County Unified Amador Jackson Elementary 70/73981-00-003 2/28/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Anaheim Elementary Orange  Price Elementary 70/66423-00-003 3/2/2023 10,658,724.00$   

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Baldwin Stocker Elementary 70/64261-00-011 2/14/2023 4,372,810.00$     

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Camino Grove Elementary 70/64261-00-007 2/14/2023 4,372,810.00$     

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Highland Oaks Elementary 70/64261-00-012 2/14/2023 4,372,810.00$     

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Holly Avenue Elementary 70/64261-00-010 2/14/2023 4,372,810.00$     

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Hugo Reid Elementary 70/64261-00-008 2/14/2023 3,826,208.00$     

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Longley Way Elementary 70/64261-00-009 2/14/2023 3,826,208.00$     

Arcata Humboldt Arcata Elementary 70/62679-00-001 2/28/2023 834,564.00$        278,188.00$      

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Dalton Elementary 70/64279-00-001 3/2/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Ellington Elementary 70/64279-00-002 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Hodge Elementary 70/64279-00-003 3/2/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Lee Elementary 70/64279-00-004 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Magnolia Elementary 70/64279-00-005 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Murray Elementary 70/64279-00-006 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Paramount Elementary 70/64279-00-007 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Powell Elementary 70/64279-00-008 3/2/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Azusa Unified Los Angeles Valleydale Elementary 70/64279-00-009 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Bakersfield City Kern Douglas K Fletcher Elementary 70/63321-00-002 3/2/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Bakersfield City Kern Martin Luther King Jr Elementary 70/63321-00-003 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Ballico-Cressey Elementary Merced Cressey Elementary 70/65649-00-001 3/2/2023 2,714,169.00$     1,624,591.00$   

Banta Unified San Joaquin Banta Elementary 70/77388-00-001 3/2/2023 529,860.00$        

Banta Unified San Joaquin NextGeneration STEAM Academy 71/77388-00-001 3/2/2023 2,474,369.00$     

Belmont- Redwood Shores Elementary San Mateo Nesbit Elementary 70/68866-00-001 3/2/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Benicia Unified Solano Mary Farmar Elementary 70/70524-00-006 2/27/2023 4,049,259.00$     

848



California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program

- Workload as of June 30, 2023 -

District County Site Name

Application 

Number

OPSC Date 

Received

 Estimated State 

Grant** 

 Financial 

Hardship** 

Benicia Unified Solano Robert Semple Elementary 70/70524-00-005 2/27/2023 2,429,556.00$     

Beverly Hills Unified Los Angeles Hawthorne Elementary 70/64311-00-002 3/2/2023 5,466,012.00$     

Beverly Hills Unified Los Angeles Horace Mann Elementary 71/64311-00-002 3/2/2023 1,865,401.00$     

Big Springs Union Elementary Siskiyou Big Springs Elementary 70/70185-00-001 3/1/2023 1,381,165.00$     824,789.00$      

Brawley Elementary Imperial JW Oakley 70/63073-00-001 3/2/2023 5,466,012.00$     3,279,607.00$   

Brawley Elementary Imperial Miguel Hidalgo 70/63073-00-004 3/2/2023 3,552,909.00$     1,912,405.00$   

Brawley Elementary Imperial Myron D. Witter 70/63073-00-002 3/2/2023 4,372,810.00$     2,186,404.00$   

Brawley Elementary Imperial Phil D. Swing 70/63073-00-003 3/2/2023 4,372,810.00$     2,186,404.00$   

Buellton Union Elementary Santa Barbara Oak Valley Elementary 70/69138-00-001 2/16/2023 834,546.00$        

Buena Park Elementary Orange Carl E. Gilbert Elementary 70/66456-00-001 3/2/2023 7,105,816.00$     

Calexico Unified Imperial Cesar Chavez Elementary 71/63099-00-001 3/2/2023 4,405,642.00$     

Calexico Unified Imperial Kennedy Gardens Elementary 70/63099-00-001 3/2/2023 4,934,073.00$     

Caliente Union Elementary Kern Piute Mountain Elmentary 71/63388-00-001 3/2/2023 531,163.00$        254,780.00$      

Calistoga Joint Unified Napa Calistoga Elementary 71/66241-00-001 2/15/2023 1,352,489.00$     

Cascade Union Elementary Shasta Anderson Heights Elementary 70/69914-00-002 3/1/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Cascade Union Elementary Shasta Meadow Lane Elementary 70/69914-00-001 3/1/2023 2,474,368.00$     

Castle Rock Union Elementary Shasta Castle Rock Elementary 70/69922-00-001 3/1/2023 834,564.00$        278,188.00$      

Castro Valley Unified Alameda Marshall Elementary 70/61150-00-002 2/17/2023 2,805,678.00$     

Center Joint Unified Sacramento Dudley Elementary 70/73973-00-010 3/1/2023 8,199,018.00$     

Ceres Unified Stanislaus Sam Vaughn Elementary 70/71043-00-004 2/24/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Chico Unified Butte Emma Wilson Elementary 70/61424-00-016 2/17/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Chico Unified Butte McManus (John A.) Elementary 70/61424-00-017 2/17/2023 4,934,073.00$     

Chowchilla Elementary Madera Merle L Fuller Elementary 70/65193-00-002 2/27/2023 7,018,715.00$     

Cloverdale Unified Sonoma Jefferson Elementary 70/70656-00-002 2/16/2023 5,490,450.00$     3,294,270.00$   

Coachella Valley Unified Riverside Mecca Elementary 70/73676-00-002 3/1/2023 6,559,215.00$     

Coalinga-Huron Unified Fresno Annie E. Cheney 70/62125-00-002 3/1/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Colfax Elementary Placer Colfax Elementary 70/66795-00-001 3/1/2023 $3,294,270.00 $1,098,090.00

Colton Joint Unified San Bernardino Crestmore Elementary 70/67686-00-016 3/1/2023 3,542,548.00$     

Colton Joint Unified San Bernardino Grimes Elementary 70/67686-00-014 3/1/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Colton Joint Unified San Bernardino Terrace View Elementary 70/67686-00-017 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Colton Joint Unified San Bernardino Wilson Elmentary 70/67686-00-015 3/1/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Columbia Elementary Shasta Columbia Elementary 70/69948-00-002 2/27/2023 8,213,681.00$     

Colusa Unified Colusa James M. Burchfield Primary 70/61598-00-002 2/15/2023 7,393,779.00$     

Compton Unified Los Angeles Kennedy Elementary 70/73437-00-001 3/2/2023 3,862,544.00$     

Cotati-Rohnert Park Unified Sonoma Evergreen Elementary 70/73882-00-001 3/1/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Cotati-Rohnert Park Unified Sonoma Marguerite Hahn Elementary 70/73882-00-002 3/1/2022 1,654,466.00$     

Cotati-Rohnert Park Unified Sonoma Monte Vista Elementary 70/73882-00-003 3/1/2021 3,308,932.00$     

Cotati-Rohnert Park Unified Sonoma John Reed Elementary 70/73882-00-004 3/1/2020 3,308,932.00$     

Cotati-Rohnert Park Unified Sonoma University Elementary 71/73882-00-001 3/1/2019 262,941.00$        

Cotati-Rohnert Park Unified Sonoma Thomas Page Academy 70/73882-00-005 3/1/2018 2,973,212.00$     

Cotati-Rohnert Park Unified Sonoma Richard Crane Elementary 71/73882-00-002 3/1/2017 262,941.00$        

Cucamonga Elementary San Bernardino Cucamonga Elementary 70/67694-00-002 3/2/2023 1,814,887.00$     

Culver City Unified Los Angeles El Rincon Elementary 70/64444-00-004 3/1/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Culver City Unified Los Angeles La Ballona Elementary 70/64444-00-003 3/1/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Delano Union Elementary Kern Morningside Elementary 70/63404-00-010 3/2/2023 4,919,411.00$     2,733,006.00$   

Delhi Unified Merced El Capitan Elementary 70/75366-00-002 3/1/2023 2,747,668.00$     

Delhi Unified Merced Harmony Elementary 70/75366-00-003 3/1/2023 2,747,668.00$     

Delhi Unified Merced Schendel Elementary 70/75366-00-001 3/1/2023 4,114,172.00$     

Delphic Elementary Siskiyou Delphic Elementary 70/70227-00-001 2/28/2023 834,564.00$        278,188.00$      

Desert Sands Unified Riverside Carter Elementary 71/67058-00-002 3/2/2023 524,646.00$        

Desert Sands Unified Riverside Lincoln Elementary 71/67058-00-001 3/2/2023 699,526.00$        

Dinuba Unified Tulare Grand View Elementary 70/75531-00-006 2/28/2023 1,639,803.00$     
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Dinuba Unified Tulare Jefferson Elementary 70/75531-00-005 2/28/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Dinuba Unified Tulare Kennedy Elementary 70/75531-00-004 2/28/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Dinuba Unified Tulare Lincoln Elementary 70/75531-00-002 2/28/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Dinuba Unified Tulare Roosevelt Elementary 70/75531-00-003 2/28/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Dinuba Unified Tulare Wilson Elmentary 70/75531-00-001 2/28/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Douglas City Elementary Trinity Douglas City Elementary 70/71696-00-001 3/2/2023 262,941.00$        87,646.00$        

Earlimart Elementary Tulare Earlimart Elementary 70/71902-00-002 2/28/2023 6,573,877.00$     2,191,292.00$   

El Centro Elementary Imperial Harding Elementary 70/63123-00-009 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

El Centro Elementary Imperial Hedrick Elementary 70/63123-00-010 3/2/2023 2,459,706.00$     

El Segundo Unified Los Angeles Richmond Street Elementary 70/64535-00-003 3/1/2023 6,559,215.00$     

El Tejon Unified Kern Frazier Park Elementary 70/75168-00-002 3/1/2023 824,514.00$        274,838.00$      

Escalon Unified San Joaquin CollegeVille Elementary 70/68502-00-003 3/1/2023 2,186,404.00$     

Escalon Unified San Joaquin Dent Elementary 70/68502-00-001 3/1/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Escalon Unified San Joaquin Farminton Elementary 70/68502-00-004 3/1/2023 1,366,503.00$     

Escalon Unified San Joaquin Van Allen Elementary 70/68502-00-002 3/1/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Esparto Unified Yolo Esparto Elementary 70/72686-00-002 3/2/2023 5,753,975.00$     1,917,991.00$   

Eureka City Humboldt Grant Elementary 70/75515-00-002 3/1/2023 6,559,215.00$     2,186,405.00$   

Firebaugh-Las Deltas Unified Fresno Hazel M Bailey Primary 70/73809-00-001 3/1/2023 9,853,485.00$     5,470,900.00$   

Folsom Cordova Unified Sacramento Cordova Villa Elementary 70/67330-00-002 2/28/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Folsom Cordova Unified Sacramento Theodore Judah Elementary 70/67330-00-001 2/28/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Beech Avenue Elementary 70/67710-00-051 2/28/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Canyon Crest Elementary 71/67710-00-029 3/1/2023 582,937.00$        

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Cypress Elementary 70/67710-00-046 2/28/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Date Elementary 70/67710-00-052 3/1/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Dorothoy Grant Innovations Academy 70/67710-00-049 2/28/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Hemlock Elementary 70/67710-00-048 3/1/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Juniper Elementary 71/67710-00-031 3/1/2023 582,937.00$        

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Mango Elementary 70/67710-00-050 2/28/2023 525,881.00$        

Fontana Unified San Bernardino North Tamarind Elementary 71/67710-00-030 3/1/2023 291,470.00$        

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Oleander Elementary 71/67710-00-025 3/1/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Palmetto Elementary 70/67710-00-047 2/28/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Randall Pepper Elementary 71/67710-00-027 3/1/2023 1,165,875.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Redwood Elementary 70/67710-00-053 3/1/2023 1,402,839.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Sierra Lakes Elementary 70/67710-00-045 2/28/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino Souht Tamarind Elementary 71/67710-00-026 3/1/2023 1,402,839.00$     

Fontana Unified San Bernardino West Randall Elementary 71/67710-00-028 3/1/2023 291,470.00$        

Forestville Union Sonoma Forestville Elementary & Academy 70/70680-00-002 2/28/2023 556,376.00$        

Fowler Unified Fresno Marshall Elementary 70/62158-00-006 2/27/2023 9,838,823.00$     

Franklin- McKinley Elementary Santa Clara Dahl Elementary 70/69450-00-011 3/1/2023 4,154,014.00$     

Franklin- McKinley Elementary Santa Clara Hellyer Elementary 70/69450-00-009 3/1/2023 4,074,947.00$     

Franklin- McKinley Elementary Santa Clara Kennedy Elementary 70/69450-00-010 3/1/2023 2,751,176.00$     

Franklin- McKinley Elementary Santa Clara Meadows Elementary 70/69450-00-013 3/1/2023 3,917,051.00$     

Franklin- McKinley Elementary Santa Clara Santee Elementary 70/69450-00-008 3/1/2023 1,931,273.00$     

Franklin- McKinley Elementary Santa Clara Stonegate Elementary 70/69450-00-014 3/1/2023 3,580,083.00$     

Franklin- McKinley Elementary Santa Clara Windmill Springs Elementary 70/69450-00-012 3/1/2023 3,917,051.00$     

Freshwater Elementary Humboldt Freshwater Elementary 70/62828-00-001 3/1/2023 2,190,743.00$     1,101,165.00$   

Fresno Unified Fresno Addams Elementary 70/62166-00-011 3/1/2023 3,826,208.00$     

Fresno Unified Fresno Jefferson Elementary 71/62166-00-002 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Garfield Elementary Humboldt Garfield Elementary 70/62836-00-001 3/1/2023 834,564.00$        278,188.00$      

General Shafter Kern General Shafter 70/63487-00-001 3/2/2023 824,514.00$        274,838.00$      

Goleta Union Elementary Santa Barbara Brandon Elementary 70/69195-00-007 2/24/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Goleta Union Elementary Santa Barbara El Camino Elementary 70/69195-00-006 2/24/2023 1,634,367.00$     
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Goleta Union Elementary Santa Barbara Kellog Elementary 70/69195-00-008 2/24/2023 1,634,367.00$     

Greenfield Union Elementary Monterey Arroyo Seco Elementary 70/66035-00-004 2/27/2023 3,279,607.00$     1,093,202.00$   

Greenfield Union Elementary Monterey Cesar Chavez Elementary 70/66035-00-005 3/1/2023 3,279,607.00$     1,093,202.00$   

Greenfield Union School District Kern Fairview Elementary 70/63503-00-018 3/2/2023 7,558,617.00$     

Greenfield Union School District Kern Granite Pointe Elementary 70/63503-00-021 3/2/2023 7,558,617.00$     

Greenfield Union School District Kern Horizon Elementary 70/63503-00-020 3/2/2023 6,478,815.00$     

Greenfield Union School District Kern Kendrick Elementary 70/63503-00-019 3/2/2023 6,748,765.00$     

Greenfield Union School District Kern Prosperity Elementary 70/63503-00-016 3/2/2023 5,668,963.00$     

Greenfield Union School District Kern Valle Verde Elementary 70/63503-00-017 3/2/2023 8,098,518.00$     

Gridley Unified Butte Central TK/K Site 70/75507-00-001 3/1/2023 8,213,681.00$     

Hacienda La Puente Unified Los Angeles Grazide Elementary 70/73445-00-004 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Hacienda La Puente Unified Los Angeles Wedgeworth Elementary 70/73445-00-003 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Hanford Elementary Kings Monore elementary 70/63917-00-005 2/17/2023 4,049,260.00$     

Happy Camp Union Elementary Siskiyou Happy Camp Elementary 70/70334-00-001 3/2/2023 834,564.00$        278,188.00$      

Happy Valley Union Elementary Shasta Happy Valley Primary 70/70011-00-002 3/1/2023 3,567,571.00$     1,917,992.00$   

Hemet Unified Riverside Little Lake Elementary 70/67082-00-003 3/2/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Hemet Unified Riverside Ramona Elementary 71/67082-00-004 3/2/2023 582,937.00$        

Hemet Unified Riverside Whittier Elementary 70/67082-00-004 3/2/2023 1,748,812.00$     

Hemet Unified Riverside Winchester Elementary 71/67082-00-003 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Hermosa Beach City Los Angeles Hermosa View Elementary 70/64600-00-002 3/1/2023 2,397,450.00$     

Hilmar Unified Merced New K-2 Site 70/65698-00-002 3/1/2023 834,564.00$        278,188.00$      

Holtville Unified Imperial Finley Elementary 70/63149-00-001 2/24/2023 4,397,248.00$     

Horicon Elementary Sonoma Horicon Elementary 70/70763-00-002 2/28/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Hornbrook Elementary Siskiyou Hornbrook Elementary 70/70359-00-001 3/1/2023 834,564.00$        

Howell Mountain Elementary Napa Howell Mountain Elementary 70/66258-00-002 2/27/2023 2,474,368.00$     

Hueneme Elementary Ventura Ansgar Larsen Elementary 70/72462-00-003 2/15/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Hueneme Elementary Ventura Art Haycox Elementary 70/72462-00-004 2/15/2023 7,393,779.00$     

Imperial Unified Imperial Ben Hulse Elementary 70/63164-00-002 2/15/2023 6,012,613.00$     

Inglewood Unified Los Angeles Oak Street Elementary 70/64634-00-004 2/27/2023 5,668,963.00$     

Island Union Kings Island Elementary 70/63933-00-004 2/27/2023 1,634,367.00$     544,789.00$      

Johnstonville Elementary Lassen Johnstonville Elementary 70/64113-00-001 2/28/2023 1,390,940.00$     834,564.00$      

Junction City Elementary Trinity Junction City Elementary 70/71738-00-001 3/2/2023 834,564.00$        278,188.00$      

Junction Elementary Shasta Junction Elementary 70/70045-00-001 3/1/2023 4,934,074.00$     

Jurupa Unified Riverside Pedley Elementary 70/67090-00-005 2/27/2023 5,739,312.00$     

Jurupa Unified Riverside Rustic Lane Elementary 70/67090-00-006 2/27/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Jurupa Unified Riverside Troth Elementary 70/67090-00-007 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Kentfield Elementary Marin Bacich Elementary 71/65334-00-002 3/2/2023 2,338,268.00$     

Keppel Union Elementary Los Angeles Antelope Elementary 70/64642-00-001 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

King City Union Monterey Del Rey Elementary 71/66050-00-002 3/2/2023 525,881.00$        

King City Union Monterey King City Arts Magnet 71/66050-00-001 3/2/2023 899,612.00$        

King City Union Monterey Santa Lucia Elementary 71/66050-00-003 3/2/2023 899,612.00$        

Kings River Union Elmentary Tulare Kings River Elementary 70/71969-00-001 3/1/2023 2,190,743.00$     1,101,165.00$   

Kit Carson Union Elementary Kings Kit Carson Elementary 70/63958-00-004 3/1/2023 2,444,218.00$     

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Avondale Elementary 71/68197-00-032 3/2/2023 582,937.00$        

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Bancroft Elementary 71/68197-00-021 3/2/2023 874,407.00$        

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Case De Oro Elementary 71/68197-00-028 3/2/2023 1,107,583.00$     

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Fletcher Hills Elementary 71/68197-00-023 3/2/2023 1,399,051.00$     

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Highlands Elementary 71/68197-00-027 3/2/2023 1,107,583.00$     

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Kempton Street Literacy Academy 71/68197-00-018 3/2/2023 1,632,225.00$     

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego La  Presa Elementary 71/68197-00-030 3/2/2023 874,407.00$        

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego La Mesa Dale Elementary 71/68197-00-024 3/2/2023 1,399,051.00$     

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Lemon Avenue 71/68197-00-019 3/2/2023 1,340,757.00$     
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La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Loma Elementary 71/68197-00-033 3/2/2023 582,937.00$        

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Maryland Avenue Elementary 71/68197-00-026 3/2/2023 932,700.00$        

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Murdock Elementary 71/68197-00-020 3/2/2023 1,807,107.00$     

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Murray Manor Elementary 71/68197-00-022 3/2/2023 1,399,051.00$     

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Northmont Elementary 71/68197-00-031 3/2/2023 1,107,583.00$     

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Rancho Elementary 71/68197-00-034 3/2/2023 816,113.00$        

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Rolando Elementary 71/68197-00-025 3/2/2023 874,407.00$        

La Mesa-Spring Valley San Diego Sweetwater Springs Elementary 71/68197-00-029 3/2/2023 1,107,583.00$     

Lakeport Unified Lake Lakeport Elementary 70/64030-00-001 2/28/2023 3,294,270.00$     

Lakeside Union Kern Donald E. Suburu Elementary 70/63552-00-003 2/17/2023 5,683,626.00$     

Lakeside Union Kern Lakeside Elementary 70/63552-00-004 2/22/2023 3,254,070.00$     

Lamont Elementary Kern Alicante Elementary 70/63560-00-005 2/27/2023 6,559,215.00$     2,186,405.00$   

Lancaster Los Angeles Sunnydale Elementary 70/64667-00-001 3/2/2023 5,466,012.00$     

Las Virgenes Unified Los Angeles Bay Laurel Elementary 70/64683-00-003 2/28/2023 1,082,843.00$     

Le Grand Union Elementary Merced Le Grand Elementary 70-65722-00-002 2/14/2023 834,564.00$        

Lemon Grove San Diego Palm Middle 70/68205-00-002 2/21/2023 9,838,822.00$     5,466,012.00$   

Lemoore Union Elementary Kings Meadow Lane Elementary 70/63974-00-002 3/2/2023 2,969,457.00$     

Lindsay Unified Tulare Jefferson Elementary 70/71993-00-011 2/27/2023 4,372,810.00$     2,186,404.00$   

Little Lake Elementary Los Angeles Jersey Avenue Elementary 71/64717-00-001 3/2/2023 793,290.00$        

Live Oak Elementary Santa Cruz Green Acres Elementary 70/69765-00-001 3/2/2023 1,634,367.00$     

Livingston Union Merced Selma Herndon Elementary 70/65748-00-003 2/24/2023 2,474,368.00$     

Loomis Union Placer Franklin Elementary 70/66845-00-002 3/1/2023 3,567,571.00$     

Loomis Union Placer Loomis Grammer 70/66845-00-001 3/1/2023 1,381,165.00$     

Loomis Union Placer Penryn Elementary 71/66845-00-001 3/1/2023 589,455.00$        

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Amestoy Elementary 70/64733-00-003 3/2/2023 3,359,992.00$     

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Franklin Elementary 70/64733-00-004 3/2/2023 2,239,995.00$     

Los Banos Unified Merced New Preschool and TK Complex 70/65755-00-003 3/2/2023 6,559,215.00$     

Los Nietos Los Angeles Aeolian Elementary 71/64758-00-007 3/2/2023 582,937.00$        

Los Nietos Los Angeles Nelson Elmentary 71/64758-00-006 3/2/2023 582,937.00$        

Los Nietos Los Angeles Rancho Santa Gertrudes 71/64758-00-008 3/2/2023 582,937.00$        

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Branch Elementary 70/68759-00-009 2/27/2023 1,634,367.00$     

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Fairgrove Elementary (Aka North Oceano Elem.) 70/68579-00-010 2/27/2023 1,634,367.00$     

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Ocean View Elementary 70/68759-00-011 2/27/2023 1,634,367.00$     

Luther Burbank Santa Clara Luther Burbank Elementary 70/69542-00-004 3/2/2023 3,294,270.00$     

Madera Unified Madera Alpha Elementary 70/65243-00-007 2/1/2023 1,830,375.00$     

Madera Unified Madera John J Pershing Elementary 70/65243-00-006 2/1/2023 1,830,375.00$     

Madera Unified Madera Virginia Lee Rose Elementary 70/65243-00-005 2/1/2023 1,830,375.00$     

Manteca Unified San Joaquin Earl Education Center (Lathrop) 70/68593-00-001 3/2/2023 13,118,430.00$   

Manteca Unified San Joaquin Early Education Center (Manteca) 70/68593-00-002 3/2/2023 13,118,430.00$   

Mark Twain Union Elementary Calaveras Copperopolis Elementary 70/61572-00-004 2/7/2023 1,830,375.00$     

Mark Twain Union Elementary Calaveras Mark Twain Elementary 70/61572-00-003 2/7/2023 2,981,080.00$     

Marysville Joint Unified Yuba Covillaud Elementary 71/72736-00-001 2/27/2023 1,314,703.00$     

McFarland Unified Kern Browning Road STEAM Academy 70/73908-00-002 2/28/2023 3,549,284.00$     1,909,480.00$   

McSwain Union Elementary Merced McSwain Elementary 70/65763-00-002 2/22/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Mendota Unified Fresno Mendota Elementary 70/75127-00-002 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Mendota Unified Fresno Mendota Preschool 70/75127-00-001 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Menifee Union Riverside Evans Ranch Elementary 70/67116-00-012 3/1/2023 5,739,312.00$     

Menifee Union Riverside Harvest Hill STEAM Academy 70/67116-00-014 3/1/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Menifee Union Riverside Southshore Elementary 70/67116-00-013 3/1/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Merced City Merced Burbank Elementary 70/65771-00-003 3/2/2023 4,246,913.00$     

Merced City Merced Chenoweth Elementary 70/65771-00-004 3/2/2023 4,236,555.00$     

Merced City Merced Franklin Elementary 70/65771-00-002 3/2/2023 5,718,593.00$     
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Merced City Merced Fremont Elementary 70/65771-00-005 3/2/2023 3,143,352.00$     

Merced City Merced Muir Elementary 70/65771-00-006 3/2/2023 3,826,208.00$     

Merced City Merced Sheehy Elementary 70/65771-00-007 3/2/2023 2,323,449.00$     

Mill Valley Elementary Marin Old Mill Elementary 70/65391-00-003 2/24/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Mill Valley Elementary Marin Park Elementary 70/65391-00-004 2/24/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Mill Valley Elementary Marin Strawberry Point Elementary 70/65391-00-001 2/24/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Mill Valley Elementary Marin Tam Valley Elememtary 70/65391-00-002 2/24/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Miller Creek Elementary Marin Lucas Valley Elementary 70/65318-00-004 2/24/2023 2,474,368.00$     

Miller Creek Elementary Marin Mary E Silveira Elementary 70/65318-00-003 2/24/2023 2,757,443.00$     

Miller Creek Elementary Marin Vallecito Elementary 70/65318-00-002 2/24/2023 3,030,744.00$     

Millville Elementary Shasta Millville Elementary 70/70052-00-001 3/1/2023 1,072,954.00$     437,115.00$      

Montague Elementary Siskiyou Montague Elementary 70/70417-00-001 3/1/2023 834,564.00$        278,188.00$      

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Bandini Elementary 71/64808-00-013 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Bell Gardens Elementary 71/64808-00-006 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Bella Vista Elementary 71/64808-00-012 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Cesar Chavez Elementary 71/64808-00-005 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Fremont Elementary 71/64808-00-009 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Garfield Elementary 71/64808-00-003 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Greenwood Elementary 71/64808-00-001 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Joseph A Gascon Elementary 71/64808-00-010 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles La Merced Elementary 71/64808-00-016 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Montebello Gardens Elementary 71/64808-00-002 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Montebello Park Elementary 71/64808-00-004 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Potrero Heights Elementary 71/64808-00-017 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Rosewood Park Elementary 71/64808-00-011 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Suva Elementary 71/64808-00-008 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Washington Elementary 71/64808-00-014 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Wilcox Elementary 71/64808-00-015 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Montebello Unified Los Angeles Winter Gardens Elementary 71/64808-00-007 3/1/2023 262,941.00$        

Monterey Peninsula Unified Monterey J.C. Crumpton Elementary 70/66092-00-002 3/1/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Monterey Peninsula Unified Monterey Monte Vista Elementary 71/66092-00-002 3/1/2023 1,352,489.00$     

Morgan Hill Unified Santa Clara El Toro Health and Science Academy 70/69583-00-016 3/2/2023 539,901.00$        

Morgan Hill Unified Santa Clara Jackson Academy of Music and Math 70/69583-00-012 3/2/2023 1,619,703.00$     

Morgan Hill Unified Santa Clara Los Paseos Elementary 70/69583-00-013 3/2/2023 1,619,703.00$     

Morgan Hill Unified Santa Clara Nordstrom Elementary 70/69583-00-011 3/2/2023 2,699,506.00$     

Morgan Hill Unified Santa Clara P.A. Walsh Steam Academy 70/69583-00-010 3/2/2023 1,619,703.00$     

Morgan Hill Unified Santa Clara Paradise Valley Engineering Academy 70/69583-00-014 3/2/2023 1,619,703.00$     

Morgan Hill Unified Santa Clara San Martin/Gwinn Environmental Acad 70/69583-00-015 3/2/2023 1,079,802.00$     

Mount Pleasant Elementary Santa Clara Ida Jew Academies 70/69617-00-006 3/2/2023 1,654,466.00$     551,488.00$      

Mount Pleasant Elementary Santa Clara Mt. Pleasant Elementary 70/69617-00-004 3/2/2023 4,934,073.00$     1,644,691.00$   

Mount Pleasant Elementary Santa Clara Robert Sanders Elementary 70/69617-00-005 3/2/2023 3,294,270.00$     1,098,090.00$   

Mountain Empire Unified San Diego Campo Elementary 70/68213-00-012 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     1,093,202.00$   

Mountain Empire Unified San Diego Clover Flat Elementary 70/68213-00-011 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     546,601.00$      

Mountain Empire Unified San Diego Descanso Elementary 70/68213-00-009 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     546,601.00$      

Mountain Empire Unified San Diego Potrero Elementary 70/68213-00-010 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     546,601.00$      

Mountain View Elementary Los Angeles Miramonte Elementary 70/64816-00-003 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Mountain View Elementary Los Angeles Willard F Payne Elementary 70/64816-00-004 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Mountain View Whisman Santa Clara Gabriela Mistral Elementary 70/69591-00-001 3/1/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Mountain View Whisman Santa Clara Mariano Castro Elementary 70/69591-00-002 3/1/2023 819,902.00$        

Muroc Joint Unified Kern West Boron Elementary 71/63685-00-002 3/2/2023 462,156.00$        

Napa Valley Unified Napa McPherson Elementary 70/66266-00-002 2/28/2023 3,549,284.00$     

Natomas Unified Sacramento Natomas Park Elementary 70/75283-00-002 2/15/2023 1,654,466.00$     
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Newman-Crows Landing Unified Stanislaus Von Renner Elementary 71/73601-00-001 2/9/2023 513,506.00$        

North County Joint Union Elementary San Benito Spring Grove Elementary 70/67504-00-001 3/2/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Nuestro Elementary Sutter Nuestro Elementary 70/71423-00-001 2/15/2023 1,390,940.00$     834,564.00$      

Orange Center Elementary Fresno Orange Center Elementary 70/62331-00-001 3/2/2023 1,634,367.00$     

Orange Unified Orange Palmyra Elementary 71/66621-00-002 3/1/2023 525,881.00$        

Orcutt Union Elementary Santa Barbara Nightingale Elementary 70/69260-00-002 3/2/2023 4,919,411.00$     1,639,803.00$   

Orland Joint Unified Glenn Mill Street Elementary 70/75481-00-002  2/15/2023 7,130,254.00$     

Oxnard Ventura Marina West  Elementary 70/72538-00-010 3/1/2023 7,625,418.00$     

Pacifica San Mateo Ortega Elementary 70/68932-00-005 2/15/2023 4,646,111.00$     

Pacifica San Mateo Sunset Ridge Elementary 70/68932-00-006 2/15/2023 4,099,510.00$     

Pacifica San Mateo Vallemar Elementary 70/68932-00-004 2/15/2023 4,099,510.00$     

Palermo Union Elementary Butte Helen Wilcox Elementary 70/61523-00-002 2/27/2023 3,294,270.00$     

Palm Springs Unified Riverside Landau Elementary 70/67173-00-003 2/27/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Palo Verde Unified Riverside Felix J Appleby Elementary 70/67181-00-003 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Palo Verde Unified Riverside Margaret White Elementary 70/67181-00-001 3/2/2023 3,006,307.00$     

Palo Verde Unified Riverside Ruth Brown Elementary 70/67181-00-002 3/2/2023 3,006,307.00$     

Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified Los Angeles Dapplegray Elementary 70/64865-00-002 3/2/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified Los Angeles MiraCatalina Elementary 70/64865-00-005 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified Los Angeles Montemalaga Elementary 70/64865-00-004 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified Los Angeles Silver Spur Elementary 70/64865-00-001 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified Los Angeles Vista Grande Elementary 70/64865-00-003 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Panama-Buena Vista Union Kern Louise Sandrini Elementary 70/63362-00-002 3/2/2023 3,239,407.00$     

Paradise Unified Butte Cedarwood Elementary 70/61531-00-004 2/16/2023 834,546.00$        

Paradise Unified Butte Paradise Ridge Elementary 70/61531-00-006 2/16/2023 2,757,444.00$     

Paradise Unified Butte Pine Ridge Elementary 70/61531-00-005 2/16/2023 1,937,542.00$     

Pierce Joint Unified Colusa Arbuckle Elementary 70/61614-00-002 2/17/2023 3,294,270.00$     

Piner-Olivet Union Sonoma Olivet Elementary 70/70870-00-002 2/16/2023 3,294,270.00$     

Pittsburg Unified Contra Costa Los Medanos 70/61788-00-003 2/14/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Placerville Union El Dorado Louisiana Schnell Elementary 70/61952-00-003 2/17/2023 4,123,947.00$     

Placerville Union El Dorado Sierra Elementary 70/61952-00-004 2/17/2023 4,123,947.00$     

Plumas Lake Elementary Yuba Cobblestone Elementary 70/72744-00-004 2/17/2023 5,490,450.00$     

Plumas Lake Elementary Yuba Rio Del Oro Elementary 70/72744-00-003 2/17/2023 4,943,849.00$     

Porterville Unified Tulare Santa Fe Elementary 70/75523-00-003 2/27/2023 8,728,595.00$     

Red Bluff Union Elementary Tehama Bidwell Elementary 70/71621-00-002 3/1/2023 2,440,500.00$     

Redding Shasta Bonny View Elementary 70/70110-00-005 2/28/2023 3,006,307.00$     

Redding Shasta Cypress Elementary 70/70110-00-006 2/28/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Redding Shasta Manzanita Elementary 70/70110-00-004 2/28/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Reeds Creek Elementary Tehama Reeds Creek Elementary 70/71647-00-001 2/27/2023 1,634,367.00$     544,789.00$      

Reef Sunset Unified Kings Kettleman City Elementary 70/73932-00-004 2/28/2023 4,369,185.00$     2,182,780.00$   

Rialto Unified San Bernardino Dollahan Elementary 70/67850-00-010 3/2/2023 788,822.00$        

Rialto Unified San Bernardino Morris Elementary 70/67850-00-011 3/2/2023 788,822.00$        

Rialto Unified San Bernardino Trapp Elementary 70/67850-00-012 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Richland Union Elementary Kern Sequoia Elementary 70/63578-00-002 3/1/2023 3,826,208.00$     

Riverdale Joint Unified Fresno Fipps Primary 70/75408-00-002 3/2/2023 3,294,270.00$     

Robla Elementary Sacramento Main Avenue Elementary 70/67421-00-008 3/2/2023 5,753,975.00$     1,917,991.00$   

Roseland Elementary Sonoma Roseland Elementary 70/70904-00-002 2/24/2023 2,474,368.00$     

Salinas City Elementary Monterey Lonma Vista Elementary 70/66142-00-007 3/1/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Salinas City Elementary Monterey Los Padres Elementary 70/66142-00-006 3/1/2023 3,279,607.00$     

San Bruno Park San Mateo Belle Air Elementary 70/69013-00-006 2/17/2023 3,294,270.00$     

San Bruno Park San Mateo John Muir Elementary 70/69013-00-004 2/17/2023 4,934,073.00$     

San Bruno Park San Mateo Portola Elementary 70/69013-00-005 2/17/2023 3,294,270.00$     

San Gabriel Unified Los Angeles Wilon Elementary 70/75291-00-002 2/8/2023 1,639,803.00$     
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San Lorenzo Unified Alameda Lorenzo Manor Elementary 70/69807-00-003 3/2/2023 9,018,921.00$     

San Lorenzo Valley Unified Santa Cruz Boulder Creek Elementary 70/69807-00-004 3/2/2023 4,063,921.00$     

San Lorenzo Valley Unified Santa Cruz San Lorenzo Valley Elementary 70/69807-00-003 3/2/2023 4,063,921.00$     

San Luis Coastal Unified San Luis Obispo Baywood Elementary 70/68809-00-006 2/17/2023 3,006,307.00$     

San Luis Coastal Unified San Luis Obispo Bishops Peak Elementary 71/68809-00-002 2/17/2023 1,049,287.00$     

San Luis Coastal Unified San Luis Obispo Del Mar Elementary 70/68809-00-005 2/17/2023 2,496,041.00$     

San Luis Coastal Unified San Luis Obispo Pacheco Elementary 70/68809-00-004 2/17/2023 2,102,365.00$     

San Miguel Joint Union San Luis Obispo Cappy Culver Elementary 70/68825-00-002 3/1/2023 2,474,368.00$     

San Miguel Joint Union San Luis Obispo Larson Elementary 70/68825-00-001 3/1/2023 4,114,172.00$     

Sanger Unified Fresno Madison Elementary 70/62414-00-013 2/15/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Sanger Unified Fresno New Elementary 70/62414-00-012  2/15/2023 5,739,312.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Adam (William Laird) Elementary 70/69120-00-001 3/2/2023 2,539,415.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Alvin Elementary 70/69120-00-002 3/2/2023 5,739,312.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Arellanes (Don Juan Bautista) 70/69120-00-003 3/2/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Battles (Goerge Washington) Elmentary 70/69120-00-004 3/2/2023 5,739,312.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Bill Libbon Elementary 70/69120-00-005 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Bonita Elementary 70/69120-00-006 3/2/2023 5,445,292.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Bruce (Robert) Elementary 71/69120-00-001 3/2/2023 2,103,525.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Fairlawn Elementary 70/69120-00-007 3/2/2023 2,691,565.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Jimenez Roberto and Dr. Francisco Elementary 70/69120-00-008 3/2/2023 4,625,390.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Juan Pacifico Ontiveros 70/69120-00-012 3/2/2023 5,739,312.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Liberty Elementary 70/69120-00-009 3/2/2023 2,539,415.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Miller (Isaac) Elementary 70/69120-00-010 3/2/2023 2,691,565.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Oakley Elementary 70/69120-00-011 3/2/2023 6,559,215.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Rice (William) Elementary 70/69120-00-013 3/2/2023 6,559,215.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Sanchez (David J.) 70/69120-00-016 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Taylor (Ida Redmond) Elementary 70/69120-00-014 3/2/2023 4,625,390.00$     

Santa Maria-Bonita Santa Barbara Tunnell (Martin Luther) Elementary 70/69120-00-015 3/2/2023 5,739,312.00$     

Santa Paula Unified Ventura Barbara Webster Elementary 70/76828-00-002 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Santa Paula Unified Ventura Blanchard Elementary 70/76828-00-001 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Santa Paula Unified Ventura Thelma Bedell Elementary 70/76828-00-003 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Santa Rtia Union Elementary Monterey La Joya Elementary 70/66191-00-002 3/2/2023 4,372,810.00$     

Santa Rtia Union Elementary Monterey McKinnon Elementary 70/66191-00-004 3/2/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Santa Rtia Union Elementary Monterey New Republic Elementary 70/66191-00-003 3/2/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Santa Rtia Union Elementary Monterey Santa Rita Elementary 70/66191-00-001 3/2/2023 3,826,208.00$     

Sausalito- Marin City Marin Bayside Martin Luther King Jr Academy 70/65474-00-002 3/1/2023 2,747,668.00$     

Sebastopol Union Sonoma Park Side School 70/70938-00-001 3/2/2023 556,376.00$        

Selma Unified Fresno Jackson Elementary 70/62430-00-015 3/1/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Selma Unified Fresno Roosevelt Elementary 70/62430-00-016 3/1/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Semitropic Elementary Kern Semitropic Elementary 70/63768-00-002 2/14/2023 1,374,190.00$     

Sierra Sands Unified Kern Faller Elementary 70/73742-00-002 2/28/2023 819,902.00$        

Soledad Unified Monterey San Vincente Elementary 70/75440-00-002 2/28/2023 3,279,607.00$     

South Fork Union Kern South Fork Elementary 71/63784-00-001 3/2/2023 532,398.00$        177,466.00$      

Southern Humboldt Unified Humboldt Casterlin Elementary 70/63040-00-001 3/1/2023 1,381,165.00$     

Southern Humboldt Unified Humboldt Redway Elementary 70/63040-00-002 3/1/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Southern Kern Unified Kern Westpark Elementary 70/63776-00-005 3/1/2023 8,199,019.00$     3,826,209.00$   

Standard Elementary Kern Highland Elementary 70/63792-00-009 2/27/2023 3,596,175.00$     

Stanislaus Union Elementary Stanislaus Agnes M. Baptist Elementary 70/71282-00-002 3/1/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Stanislaus Union Elementary Stanislaus Eisenhut Elementary 70/71282-00-004 3/1/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Stanislaus Union Elementary Stanislaus Josephine Chrysler Elementary 70/71282-00-003 3/1/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Stanislaus Union Elementary Stanislaus Mary Lou Dieterich Elementary 70/71282-00-005 3/1/2023 1,639,803.00$     

Stanislaus Union Elementary Stanislaus Stanislaus Elementary 70/71282-00-006 3/1/2023 1,639,803.00$     
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Summerville Elementary Tulolumne Summerville Elementary 70/72405-00-002 2/24/2023 834,564.00$        

Susanville Elementary Lassen McKinley Elementary 70/64196-00-001 3/1/2023 4,387,473.00$     

Temple City Unified Los Angeles Emperor Elementary 70/69260-00-002 3/2/2023 7,379,117.00$     

Tulare City Elementary Tulare Roosevelt Elementary 70/72231-00-004 3/2/2023 4,859,112.00$     

Twain Harte Tuolumne Twain Hart Elementary 70/72421-00-001 2/27/2023 834,564.00$        

Twin Hills Unified Sonoma Apple Blossom Elementary 70/70961-00-002 2/14/2023 1,654,466.00$     

Twin ridges Elementary Nevada Grizzly Hill 70/66415-00-003 3/2/2023 2,474,368.00$     824,789.00$      

Twin Rivers Unified Sacramento Del Paso Heights Elementary 70/76505-00-004 3/2/2023 819,902.00$        

Twin Rivers Unified Sacramento Dry Creek Elementary 70/76505-00-005 3/2/2023 819,902.00$        

Twin Rivers Unified Sacramento Madison Elementary 70/76505-00-003 3/2/2023 819,902.00$        

Ukiah Unified Mendocino Oak Manor Elementary 70/65615-00-004 2/27/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Ukiah Unified Mendocino Yokayo Elementary 70/65615-00-003 2/27/2023 4,099,510.00$     

Upper Lake Unified Lake Upper Lake Elementary 70/76976-00-004 3/2/2023 4,114,172.00$     2,464,593.00$   

Vineland Kern Vineland Elementary 70/63834-00-002 2/27/2023 5,490,449.00$     2,201,067.00$   

Visalia Unified Tulare Houston Elementary 70/72256-00-004 3/2/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Walnut Creek Contra Costa Buena Vista Elementary 70/61812-00-007 2/28/2023 5,739,312.00$     

Walnut Creek Contra Costa Indian Valley Elementary 70/61812-00-011 2/28/2023 4,099,509.00$     

Walnut Creek Contra Costa Murwood Elementary 70/61812-00-008 2/28/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Walnut Creek Contra Costa Parkmead Elementary 70/61812-00-010 2/28/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Walnut Creek Contra Costa Tice Creek Elementary 70/61812-00-012 2/28/2023 3,279,607.00$     

Walnut Creek Contra Costa Walnut Heights Elementary 70/61812-00-009 2/28/2023 4,919,411.00$     

Waterford Unified Stanislaus Richard M Moon Primary 70/75572-00-002 3/2/2023 7,393,779.00$     

Weaver Union Merced Pioneer Elementary 70/65862-00-002 3/2/2023 7,652,417.00$     

West Hills Community College Kings West Hills College Lemoore 71/62133-00-001 3/2/2023 776,777.00$        

Westminister Orange Jessie Hayden Elementary 70/66746-00-002 3/1/2023 2,751,176.00$     

Westminster Orange Ada Clegg Elementary 70/66746-00-001 3/1/2023 2,751,176.00$     

Westminster Orange Meairs Elementary 70/66746-00-003 3/1/2023 2,751,176.00$     

Westminster Orange Willmore Elementary 70/66746-00-004 3/1/2023 2,751,176.00$     

Willow Creek Elementary Siskiyou Willow Creek Elementary 70/70490-00-001 3/2/2023 834,564.00$        278,188.00$      

Willows Unified Glenn Murdock Elementary 71/62661-00-002 2/28/2023 958,317.00$        

Wilsona Los Angeles Vista San Gabriel Elementary 70/65151-00-002 2/27/2023 6,573,877.00$     2,191,292.00$   

Windsor Unified Sonoma Cali Calmecac 70/75358-00-002 2/27/2023 6,493,477.00$     

Windsor Unified Sonoma Washburn (Mattie) Elementary 70/75358-00-003 2/28/2023 2,459,706.00$     

Winters Joint Unified Yolo Shirley Rominger Intermediate 70/72702-00-004 3/2/2023 8,213,681.00$     

Winters Joint Unified Yolo Waggoner Elementary 70/72702-00-003 3/2/2023 8,213,681.00$     

Winters Joint Unified Yolo Wolfskill High 70/72702-00-002 3/2/2023 7,393,779.00$     

Yreka Union Elementary Siskiyou Gold Street Elementary 71/70508-00-001 3/1/2023 1,799,225.00$     

CALIFORNIA PRESCHOOL, TRANSITIONAL KINDERGARTEN AND FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN TOTAL*

ESTIMATED STATE SHARE 1,375,345,057$                                  

79,006,060$                                       

** The required district contribution may not equal the percentages specified in 1860.11 and 1860.13 if the application is for funding for a hybrid project that contains multiple facility types.

*California Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten and Full-Day Kindergarten Facilities Grant Program applications received by OPSC for the Februrary 2023 Filing Round. OPSC has not yet 

reviewed the total grant requested, including Financial Hardship, and the total number of projects may exceed available expenditure authority. Placement on this list does not guarantee funding.

1,454,351,117$                                  

 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL HARDSHIP REQUEST
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Pleasanton Unified Alameda Lydiksen Elementary 50/75101-00-012 02/15/22 1,368,404$         -$                       

Butteville Union Elementary Siskiyou Butteville Elementary 50/70201-00-003 02/22/22 3,142,834$         -$                       

Natomas Unified Sacramento Northpointe Elementary 50/75283-00-028 03/11/22 13,437,152$       -$                       

Corona-Norco Unified Riverside George Washington Elementary 50/67033-00-049 03/15/22 1,916,904$         -$                       

Riverside Unified Riverside Fremont Elementary 50/67215-00-043 03/25/22 3,768,997$         -$                       

Clovis Unified Fresno Dry Creek Elementary 50/62117-00-030 04/04/22 2,573,050$         -$                       

Irvine Unified Orange Oak Creek Elementary 50/73650-00-052 04/04/22 469,128$            -$                       

Marysville Joint Unified Yuba Arboga Elementary 50/72736-00-034 04/07/22 5,348,981$         -$                       

Natomas Unified Sacramento Natomas Pacific Pathways Prep Elementary 50/75283-00-029 04/13/22 8,148,166$         -$                       

Standard Elementary Kern Highland Elementary 50/63792-00-004 04/27/22 3,036,485$         -$                       

Standard Elementary Kern Wingland Elementary 50/63792-00-005 04/27/22 2,064,789$         -$                       

Elk Grove Unified Sacramento Miwok Village 50/67314-00-052 05/04/22 18,870,984$       -$                       

Etiwanda Elementary San Bernardino Grapeland Elementary 50/67702-00-019 05/06/22 2,977,000$         -$                       

McFarland Unified Kern McFarland High School Early College 50/73908-00-012 05/10/22 2,291,506$         -$                       

Robla Elementary Sacramento Bell Avenue Elementary 50/67421-00-004 05/13/22 3,708,068$         -$                       

Pittsburg Unified Contra Costa Los Medanos Elementary 50/61788-00-012 05/16/22 1,793,322$         -$                       

Corcoran Joint Unified Kings Corcoran High 50/63891-00-003 05/25/22 3,569,653$         -$                       

Fresno Unified Fresno Juan Felipe Herrera Elementary 50/62166-00-033 05/26/22 16,479,378$       -$                       

Edison Elementary Kern Orangewood Elementary 50/63438-00-003 06/09/22 877,380$            877,380$            

Manteca Unified San Joaquin French Camp Elementary 50/68593-00-028 06/13/22 819,738$            -$                       

Paradise Unified Butte Paradise Senior High 50/61531-00-003 06/14/22 6,147,080$         -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Paakuma K-8 50/67876-00-087 06/14/22 2,871,307$         -$                       

Center Joint Unified Sacramento Rex Fortune Elementary 50/73973-00-004 06/17/22 13,713,610$       -$                       

Firebaugh-Las Deltas Unified Fresno Arthur E. Mills Intermediate 50/73809-00-006 06/22/22 1,256,925$         -$                       

Hilmar Unified Merced Hilmar Elementary 50/65698-00-006 06/29/22 10,834,354$       -$                       

Beaumont Unified Riverside Beaumont Senior High 50/66993-00-023 06/29/22 10,420,773$       -$                       

Patterson Joint Unified Stanislaus Patterson High 50/71217-00-012 06/29/22 7,500,512$         -$                       

Plumas Lake Elementary Yuba Rio Del Oro Elementary 50/72744-00-004 07/20/22 962,762$            -$                       

Plumas Lake Elementary Yuba Cobblestone Elementary 50/72744-00-005 07/20/22 864,934$            -$                       

Santa Clara Unified Santa Clara Kathleen MacDonald High 50/69674-00-003 07/21/22 73,905,753$       -$                       

Patterson Joint Unified Stanislaus Apricot Valley Elementary 50/71217-00-013 07/22/22 1,826,140$         -$                       

Patterson Joint Unified Stanislaus Las Palmas Elementary 50/71217-00-014 07/22/22 2,134,604$         -$                       

Sundale Union Elementary Tulare Sundale Elementary 50/72173-00-007 07/22/22 9,044,768$         9,044,768$         

Jurupa Unified Riverside Del Sol Academy 50/67090-00-019 07/26/22 2,615,669$         -$                       

Greenfield Union Kern Crescent Elementary 50/63503-00-014 07/27/22 16,697,641$       16,697,641$       

Banta Elementary San Joaquin EPIC Academy 50/68486-00-005 07/29/22 23,721,425$       -$                       

Lodi Unified San Joaquin Clyde W. Needham Elementary 50/68585-00-031 07/31/22 5,871,784$         -$                       

San Benito High San Benito San Benito High 50/67538-00-004 08/09/22 929,349$            -$                       

Del Mar Union Elementary San Diego Pacific Sky Elementary 50/68056-00-005 08/09/22 29,146,296$       -$                       

Milpitas Unified Santa Clara Mabel Mattos Elementary 50/73387-00-002 08/09/22 9,037,821$         -$                       

Imperial County Office of Education Imperial Imperial Valley Center 50/10132-03-009 08/11/22 889,058$            -$                       

Fresno Unified Fresno Ewing Elementary 50/62166-00-034 08/12/22 2,576,321$         -$                       

Los Alamitos Unified Orange Los Alamitos High 50/73924-00-007 08/12/22 1,573,276$         -$                       
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Sanger Unified Fresno Lincoln Elementary 50/62414-00-032 08/15/22 1,107,227$         -$                       

Sanger Unified Fresno Lone Star Elementary 50/62414-00-033 08/15/22 1,160,842$         -$                       

Sanger Unified Fresno Centerville Elementary 50/62414-00-034 08/15/22 1,499,177$         -$                       

Tulare City Tulare Mulcahy Middle 50/72231-00-007 08/15/22 2,176,943$         -$                       

Fremont Unified Alameda Centerville Junior High 50/61176-07-001 08/16/22 11,130,087$       -$                       

Fremont Unified Alameda William Hopkins Junior High 50/61176-07-002 08/16/22 7,048,216$         -$                       

Vacaville Unified Los Angeles Buckingham Collegiate Charter Academy 50/70573-00-003 08/16/22 4,713,697$         -$                       

Sanger Unified Fresno Sanger Educational Complex 50/62414-00-035 08/17/22 27,665,415$       -$                       

Greenfield Union Kern Crescent Elementary 50/63503-00-018 08/17/22 5,124,000$         -$                       

Hayward Unified Alameda Winton Middle 50/61192-00-001 08/26/22 687,147$            -$                       

Porterville Unified Tulare West Putnam Elementary 50/75523-00-012 09/23/22 7,808,353$         -$                       

Pleasanton Unified Alameda Thomas S. Hart Middle 50/75101-00-013 10/03/22 2,974,786$         -$                       

Liberty Union High Contra Costa Liberty High 50/61721-00-010 11/16/22 5,887,612$         -$                       

Lamont Elementary Kern Myrtle Avenue Elementary 50/63560-00-002 11/21/22 4,358,375$         -$                       

Lamont Elementary Kern Lamont Elementary 50/63560-00-003 11/21/22 1,009,250$         -$                       

Lamont Elementary Kern Alicante Avenue Elementary 50/63560-00-004 11/21/22 2,125,625$         -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Indian Springs High 50/67876-00-088 12/01/22 540,567$            -$                       

Jefferson Elementary San Joaquin Coral Hollow Elementary 50/68544-00-006 12/09/22 22,212,742$       -$                       

Lammersville Joint Unified San Joaquin Evelyn Costa Elementary 50/76760-00-010 12/09/22 16,172,546$       -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Earl Legette Elementary 50/67447-00-003 01/09/23 4,050,597$         -$                       

Brentwood Union Elementary Contra Costa William B. Bristow Middle 50/61655-00-014 01/26/23 10,030,671$       -$                       

Hemet Unified Riverside Little Lake Elementary 50/67082-00-018 01/27/23 1,898,820$         -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Starr King K-8 50/67447-00-004 02/08/23 2,458,433$         -$                       

Dublin Unified Alameda Emerald High 50/75093-00-015 02/09/23 59,893,861$       -$                       

Templeton Unified San Luis Obispo Templeton Middle 50/68841-00-003 02/10/23 342,643$            -$                       

Menifee Union Elementary Riverside Chester W. Morrison Elementary 50/67116-00-019 02/15/23 2,055,701$         -$                       

Menifee Union Elementary Riverside Evans Ranch Elementary 50/67116-00-020 02/15/23 3,200,446$         -$                       

Menifee Union Elementary Riverside Harvest Hill STEAM Academy 50/67116-00-021 02/15/23 2,802,167$         -$                       

Menifee Union Elementary Riverside Southshore Elementary 50/67116-00-022 02/15/23 3,020,750$         -$                       

Menifee Union Elementary Riverside Taawila Elementary 50/67116-00-023 02/15/23 2,041,333$         -$                       

Ventura County Office of Education Ventura Gateway Community 50/10561-00-004 02/21/23 9,970,488$         -$                       

San Benito High San Benito Hollister High 50/67538-00-005 02/24/23 5,382,725$         -$                       

Martinez Unified Contra Costa John Swett Elementary 50/61739-00-006 02/27/23 11,343,679$       -$                       

San Marcos Unified San Diego Double Peak 50/73791-00-022 02/27/23 2,294,128$         -$                       

Kerman Unified Fresno New Elementary 50/73999-00-010 03/06/23 20,195,769$       -$                       

Riverside Unified Riverside Longfellow Elementary 50/67215-00-044 03/13/23 6,185,370$         -$                       

Walnut Valley Unified Los Angeles Walnut Elementary 50/73460-00-014 04/05/23 2,097,761$         -$                       

El Segundo Unified Los Angeles El Segundo Middle 50/64535-00-001 04/14/23 11,957,476$       -$                       

Capistrano Unified Orange Rienda Elementary 50/66464-00-026 04/18/23 23,199,464$       -$                       

Modesto City Elementary Stanislaus Tuolumne Elementary 50/71167-00-001 04/18/23 1,414,214$         -$                       

Santa Maria Joint Union High Santa Barbara Santa Maria High 50/69310-00-009 04/24/23 20,800,489$       -$                       

Encinitas Union Elementary San Diego Flora Vista Elementary 50/68080-00-002 04/28/23 1,174,480$         -$                       

Jurupa Unified Riverside Troth Street Elementary 50/67090-00-020 05/03/23 7,241,504$         -$                       
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Twin Rivers Unified Sacramento Northlake Elementary 50/76505-04-001 05/10/23 32,389,035$       -$                       

Walnut Valley Unified Los Angeles Walnut High 50/73460-00-015 05/12/23 432,054$            -$                       

Buellton Union Elementary Santa Barbara Oak Valley Elementary 50/69138-00-003 05/17/23 1,018,185$         -$                       

Patterson Joint Unified Stanislaus Patterson High 50/71217-00-015 06/12/23 4,181,436$         -$                       

Hemet Unified Riverside Ramona Elementary 50/67082-00-019 06/23/23 5,758,822$         -$                       

Sanger Unified Fresno Centerville Elementary 50/62414-00-036 07/18/23 842,358$            -$                       

Oxnard Union High Ventura Del Sol High 50/72546-00-002 07/20/23 73,674,294$       -$                       

789,955,841$     26,619,789$       

816,575,630$     
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Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles San Pedro Senior High 57/64733-20-023 02/11/22 21,899,618$       -$                       

Paradise Unified Butte Pine Ridge Elementary 57/61531-00-008 02/14/22 1,269,481$         -$                       

Paradise Unified Butte Paradise Intermediate 57/61531-00-009 02/14/22 1,382,107$         -$                       

Desert Sands Unified Riverside James Madison Elementary 57/67058-00-025 02/15/22 2,709,586$         -$                       

Pleasanton Unified Alameda Lydiksen Elementary 57/75101-00-019 02/15/22 973,948$            -$                       

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Emerson Middle 57/64907-00-047 02/15/22 680,119$            -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Kingston Elementary 57/75044-00-003 02/15/22 810,533$            540,355$            

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Hesperia High 57/75044-00-004 02/15/22 2,355,588$         1,570,392$         

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Mesa Grande Elementary 57/75044-00-004 02/15/22 635,093$            423,395$            

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Juniper Elementary 57/75044-00-006 02/15/22 614,040$            409,360$            

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Hesperia Junior High 57/75044-00-007 02/15/22 1,168,650$         779,100$            

Monterey Peninsula Unified Monterey Central Coast High 57/66092-00-041 02/17/22 1,149,664$         -$                       

Anaheim Union High Orange Ball Junior High 57/66431-04-001 02/17/22 1,448,209$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles McKinley Avenue Elementary 57/64733-00-738 02/15/22 4,349,403$         -$                       

San Rafael City Elementary Marin Bahia Vista Elementary 57/65458-00-017 02/22/22 880,472$            -$                       

Val Verde Unified Riverside Rancho Verde High 57/75242-00-012 02/23/22 1,902,897$         -$                       

Tipton Elementary Tulare Tipton Elementary 57/72215-00-002 02/24/22 5,614,678$         -$                       

San Luis Coastal Unified San Luis Obispo C L Smith Elementary 57/68809-00-030 03/01/22 678,485$            -$                       

San Luis Coastal Unified San Luis Obispo Morro Bay High 57/68809-00-031 03/01/22 885,342$            -$                       

Redwood City Elementary San Mateo Roy Cloud Elementary 57/69005-00-017 03/03/22 3,943,536$         -$                       

Morgan Hill Unified Santa Clara Jackson Academy of Music and Math (JAMM) 57/69583-00-016 03/03/22 3,815,943$         -$                       

Santa Ana Unified Orange Raymond A. Villa Fundamental Intermediate 57/66670-00-066 03/04/22 9,953,855$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Sixth Avenue Elementary 57/64733-00-739 03/02/22 3,138,562$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Grover Cleveland Charter High 57/64733-41-008 03/02/22 24,548,061$       -$                       

Chaffey Joint Union High San Bernardino Rancho Cucamonga High 57/67652-00-008 03/10/22 10,643,989$       -$                       

Desert Sands Unified Riverside Harry S. Truman Elementary 57/67058-00-026 03/10/22 4,124,664$         -$                       

Los Nietos Los Angeles Rancho Santa Gertrudes Elementary 57/64758-00-010 03/11/22 1,901,647$         -$                       

Corona-Norco Unified Riverside George Washington Elementary 57/67033-00-024 03/15/22 3,081,248$         -$                       

Natomas Unified Sacramento Natomas High 57/75283-00-008 03/15/22 2,785,949$         -$                       

Pacifica San Mateo Ortega Elementary 57/68932-00-011 03/15/22 711,463$            -$                       

Newport-Mesa Unified Orange Estancia High 57/66597-00-055 03/17/22 971,307$            -$                       

Fresno Unified Fresno Jackson Elementary 57/62166-00-146 03/18/22 2,662,218$         -$                       

Walnut Valley Unified Los Angeles Diamond Bar High 57/73460-00-015 03/25/22 12,510,472$       -$                       

Anaheim Union High Orange Sycamore Junior High 57/66431-01-001 03/28/22 7,672,618$         -$                       

Anaheim Union High Orange Magnolia High 57/66431-05-001 04/01/22 4,943,593$         -$                       

Downey Unified Los Angeles Old River Elementary 57/64451-00-034 04/01/22 467,316$            -$                       

Lowell Joint Los Angeles Meadow Green Elementary 57/64766-00-005 04/04/22 4,454,043$         -$                       

Irvine Unified Orange Canyon View Elementary 57/73650-00-038 04/04/22 919,860$            -$                       

Redding Elementary Shasta Bonny View Elementary 57/70110-00-010 04/06/22 1,689,660$         -$                       

Marysville Joint Unified Yuba Arboga Elementary 57/72736-00-018 04/07/22 3,148,614$         -$                       

Brawley Elementary Imperial Barbara Worth Junior High 57/63073-00-009 04/08/22 709,172$            472,781$            

Brawley Elementary Imperial Miguel Hidalgo Elementary 57/63073-00-010 04/08/22 1,947,050$         1,298,033$         

Brawley Elementary Imperial Phil D Swing Elementary 57/63073-00-011 04/08/22 128,779$            85,853$              
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Brawley Elementary Imperial Myron D Witter Elementary 57/63073-00-012 04/08/22 387,465$            258,310$            

Brawley Elementary Imperial J. W. Oakley Elementary 57/63073-00-013 04/08/22 885,734$            590,489$            

Napa Valley Unified Napa McPherson Elementary 57/66266-00-033 04/08/22 991,174$            -$                       

Napa Valley Unified Napa Browns Valley Elementary 57/66266-00-034 04/08/22 828,732$            -$                       

Napa Valley Unified Napa Alta Heights Elementary 57/66266-00-035 04/08/22 1,211,201$         -$                       

Konocti Unified Lake Lower Lake Elementary 57/64022-00-016 04/11/22 651,016$            -$                       

Konocti Unified Lake Lower Lake High 57/64022-00-017 04/11/22 1,478,323$         -$                       

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Grover Heights Elementary 57/68759-00-023 04/11/22 2,512,552$         -$                       

Fremont Unified Alameda G. M. Walters Middle 57/61176-00-056 04/12/22 2,067,993$         -$                       

San Lorenzo Unified Alameda Lorenzo Manor Elementary 57/61309-00-019 04/12/22 725,024$            -$                       

Natomas Unified Sacramento Natomas Pacific Pathways Prep Elementary 57/75283-00-009 04/13/22 1,371,220$         -$                       

Anaheim Union High Orange Anaheim High 57/66431-01-002 04/14/22 976,302$            -$                       

Anaheim Union High Orange Ball Junior High 57/66431-04-002 04/14/22 1,180,348$         -$                       

South Pasadena Unified Los Angeles South Pasadena Middle 57/65029-00-010 04/19/22 1,380,396$         -$                       

Chino Valley Unified San Bernardino Eagle Canyon Elementary 57/67678-00-036 04/25/22 3,570,964$         -$                       

Del Norte County Unified Del Norte Del Norte High 57/61820-00-018 04/26/22 5,094,741$         -$                       

Redwood City Elementary San Mateo Garfield Elementary 57/69005-00-018 04/26/22 2,259,978$         -$                       

Redwood City Elementary San Mateo Hoover Elementary 57/69005-00-019 04/26/22 5,111,654$         -$                       

Paradise Unified Butte Cedarwood Elementary 57/61531-00-010 04/27/22 1,362,022$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles North Hollywood Senior High 57/64733-22-015 04/27/22 37,353,240$       -$                       

Pacifica San Mateo Vallemar Elementary 57/68932-00-012 04/29/22 623,940$            -$                       

Pacifica San Mateo Sunset Ridge Elementary 57/68932-00-013 04/29/22 250,808$            -$                       

Pacifica San Mateo Ingrid B. Lacy Middle 57/68932-00-014 04/29/22 342,573$            -$                       

Castaic Union Los Angeles Live Oak Elementary 57/64345-00-001 05/02/22 3,406,493$         -$                       

Pacifica San Mateo Cabrillo Elementary 57/68932-00-015 05/06/22 834,020$            -$                       

Vallejo City Unified Solano Loma Vista Elementary 57/70581-00-023 05/06/22 366,250$            -$                       

San Leandro Unified Alameda Roosevelt Elementary 57/61291-00-026 05/09/22 689,795$            -$                       

Capistrano Unified Orange Tesoro High 57/66464-00-022 01/22/19 1,938,922$         -$                       

Robla Elementary Sacramento Robla Elementary 57/67421-00-004 05/13/22 1,035,307$         -$                       

Robla Elementary Sacramento Glenwood Elementary 57/67421-00-005 05/13/22 2,218,515$         -$                       

Robla Elementary Sacramento Bell Avenue Elementary 57/67421-00-006 05/13/22 1,183,208$         -$                       

Pittsburg Unified Contra Costa Los Medanos Elementary 57/61788-00-013 05/16/22 2,143,377$         -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino Oehl Elementary 57/67876-00-120 05/16/22 628,688$            -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino San Bernardino High 57/67876-00-121 05/16/22 5,335,031$         -$                       

Napa Valley Unified Napa Shearer Elementary 57/66266-00-036 05/17/22 810,849$            -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Mira Loma High 57/67447-00-077 05/17/22 7,352,094$         -$                       

Butteville Union Elementary Siskiyou Butteville Elementary 57/70201-00-003 05/17/22 2,404,047$         -$                       

Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara Adams Elementary 57/76786-00-019 05/17/22 200,982$            -$                       

Galt Joint Union Elementary Sacramento River Oaks Elementary 57/67348-00-005 05/26/22 1,503,956$         -$                       

Oak Valley Union Elementary Tulare Oak Valley Elementary 57/72017-00-003 05/26/22 4,062,347$         -$                       

Fallbrook Union High San Diego Fallbrook High 57/68122-00-002 06/07/22 8,496,541$         -$                       

Desert Sands Unified Riverside James Earl Carter Elementary 57/67058-00-027 06/09/22 3,563,958$         -$                       

Manteca Unified San Joaquin French Camp Elementary 57/68593-00-016 06/12/22 4,638,120$         -$                       
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Napa Valley Unified Napa Vintage High 57/66266-00-037 06/13/22 915,716$            -$                       

Napa Valley Unified Napa Napa High 57/66266-00-038 06/13/22 865,309$            -$                       

Oxnard Ventura Emilie Ritchen Elementary 57/72538-00-032 06/13/22 4,841,293$         -$                       

Oxnard Ventura Christa McAuliffe Elementary 57/72538-00-033 06/13/22 5,265,275$         -$                       

Napa Valley Unified Napa Bel Aire Park Elementary 57/66266-00-039 06/16/22 1,753,543$         -$                       

Napa Valley Unified Napa Northwood Elementary 57/66266-00-040 06/16/22 1,336,277$         -$                       

Napa Valley Unified Napa Napa Valley Language Academy 57/66266-00-041 06/16/22 807,786$            -$                       

Napa Valley Unified Napa Donaldson Way Elementary 57/66266-00-042 06/16/22 1,439,884$         -$                       

Washington Unified Yolo Westmore Oaks Elementary 57/72694-00-020 06/17/22 1,414,493$         -$                       

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Twain Elementary 57/64725-00-050 06/21/22 7,379,385$         -$                       

Firebaugh-Las Deltas Unified Fresno Hazel M. Bailey Primary 57/73809-00-007 06/22/22 2,665,139$         -$                       

San Ramon Valley Unified Contra Costa Monte Vista High 57/61804-00-050 02/13/20 2,013,096$         -$                       

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Holmes Elementary 57/64725-00-051 06/30/22 5,242,796$         -$                       

Napa Valley Unified Napa Shearer Elementary 57/66266-00-043 07/06/22 825,985$            -$                       

Fresno Unified Fresno McLane High 57/62166-00-147 07/07/22 1,973,319$         -$                       

Fresno Unified Fresno Roosevelt High 57/62166-00-148 07/07/22 4,761,015$         -$                       

Folsom-Cordova Unified Sacramento Natoma Station Elementary 57/67330-21-008 07/08/22 2,887,576$         -$                       

Anaheim Union High Orange Magnolia High 57/66431-05-002 07/15/22 1,175,602$         -$                       

La Canada Unified Los Angeles Palm Crest Elementary 57/64659-00-009 07/18/22 1,690,836$         -$                       

Temecula Valley Unified Riverside Vintage Hills Elementary 57/75192-00-020 07/18/22 4,976,650$         -$                       

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Allison Elementary 57/64907-00-048 07/19/22 699,903$            -$                       

Capistrano Unified Orange Tesoro High 57/66464-00-026 07/19/22 1,827,518$         -$                       

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Harrison Elementary 57/64907-00-049 07/20/22 1,021,809$         -$                       

Napa County Office of Education Napa Napa County Community 57/10280-00-001 07/26/22 1,522,528$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Ninety-Second Street Elementary 57/64733-00-741 07/27/22 6,510,147$         -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento San Juan High 57/67447-00-078 07/27/22 4,489,464$         -$                       

Yuba County Office of Education Yuba Spring Valley School 57/10587-00-004 07/28/22 702,116$            468,077$            

Waterford Unified Stanislaus Waterford Junior High 57/75572-00-005 07/28/22 1,964,525$         -$                       

Waterford Unified Stanislaus Richard M. Moon Primary 57/75572-00-006 07/28/22 3,469,242$         2,312,828$         

Greenfield Union Kern Fairview Elementary 57/63503-00-011 07/29/22 4,546,409$         3,030,939$         

Mountain View Whisman Santa Clara Amy Imai Elementary 57/69591-00-006 08/01/22 1,933,212$         -$                       

Mountain View Whisman Santa Clara Edith Landels Elementary 57/69591-00-007 08/01/22 2,042,065$         -$                       

Mountain View Whisman Santa Clara Isaac Newton Graham Middle 57/69591-00-008 08/01/22 3,546,225$         -$                       

Mountain View Whisman Santa Clara Benjamin Bubb Elementary 57/69591-00-009 08/01/22 2,494,672$         -$                       

Mountain View-Los Altos Union High Santa Clara Mountain View High 57/69609-00-007 08/03/22 1,952,607$         -$                       

Hanford Elementary Kings Lee Richmond Elementary 57/63917-00-011 08/05/22 620,015$            -$                       

Hanford Elementary Kings Roosevelt Elementary 57/63917-00-012 08/05/22 1,227,752$         -$                       

San Benito High San Benito San Benito High 57/67538-00-007 08/09/22 1,489,873$         -$                       

San Benito High San Benito San Benito High 57/67538-00-008 08/09/22 6,029,189$         -$                       

San Benito High San Benito San Benito High 57/67538-00-009 08/10/22 1,148,465$         -$                       

Waukena Joint Union Elementary Tulare Waukena Joint Union Elementary 57/72264-00-001 08/10/22 2,496,045$         -$                       

Lammersville Joint Unified San Joaquin Lammersville Elementary 57/76760-00-002 08/10/22 2,363,198$         -$                       

Imperial County Office of Education Imperial Imperial Valley Center 57/10132-00-002 08/11/22 4,543,368$         -$                       
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Pomona Unified Los Angeles Golden Springs Elementary 57/64907-00-050 08/11/22 973,417$            -$                       

Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara Harding University Partnership 57/76786-00-020 08/11/22 1,721,568$         -$                       

Anaheim Union High Orange Anaheim High 57/66431-01-003 08/15/22 937,125$            -$                       

Yuba County Office of Education Yuba Agnes Weber Meade  (Sdl) 57/10587-00-001 08/16/22 1,065,828$         -$                       

Vacaville Unified Los Angeles Buckingham Collegiate Charter Academy 57/70573-00-019 08/16/22 3,058,512$         -$                       

Alhambra Unified Los Angeles Marguerita Elementary 57/75713-00-030 08/16/22 4,081,175$         -$                       

Alhambra Unified Los Angeles Monterey Highlands Elementary 57/75713-00-031 08/16/22 3,341,620$         -$                       

Alhambra Unified Los Angeles Brightwood Elementary 57/75713-00-032 08/16/22 4,689,655$         -$                       

Alhambra Unified Los Angeles Emery Park Elementary 57/75713-00-033 08/16/22 1,280,632$         -$                       

Riverdale Joint Unified Fresno Fipps Primary 57/75408-00-007 08/17/22 974,694$            -$                       

Riverdale Joint Unified Fresno Riverdale Elementary 57/75408-00-008 08/17/22 1,269,522$         -$                       

Riverdale Joint Unified Fresno Riverdale High 57/75408-00-009 08/17/22 230,325$            -$                       

San Luis Coastal Unified San Luis Obispo San Luis Obispo High 57/68809-00-032 08/18/22 2,952,034$         -$                       

Windsor Unified Sonoma Cali Calmecac Language Academy 57/75358-00-006 08/24/22 2,514,317$         -$                       

Visalia Unified Tulare La Joya Middle 57/72256-00-035 08/25/22 4,459,387$         -$                       

Hayward Unified Alameda Winton Middle 57/61192-00-006 08/29/22 3,817,884$         -$                       

Del Norte County Unified Del Norte Redwood Elementary 57/61820-00-019 08/31/22 954,538$            -$                       

Del Norte County Unified Del Norte Smith River Elementary 57/61820-00-020 08/31/22 707,717$            -$                       

San Mateo Union High San Mateo San Mateo High 57/69047-00-007 08/31/22 1,722,665$         -$                       

San Mateo Union High San Mateo Capuchino High 57/69047-00-008 08/31/22 1,825,976$         -$                       

San Mateo Union High San Mateo Mills High 57/69047-00-009 09/01/22 865,538$            -$                       

San Mateo Union High San Mateo Burlingame High 57/69047-00-010 09/01/22 4,655,344$         -$                       

San Mateo Union High San Mateo Hillsdale High 57/69047-00-011 09/01/22 5,337,097$         -$                       

San Mateo Union High San Mateo Aragon High 57/69047-00-012 09/01/22 3,113,529$         -$                       

Redding Elementary Shasta Juniper Elementary 57/70110-00-011 09/01/22 1,275,879$         -$                       

Visalia Unified Tulare Redwood High 57/72256-00-036 09/07/22 8,601,516$         -$                       

Vista Unified San Diego Rancho Buena Vista High 57/68452-00-013 09/09/22 1,462,014$         -$                       

Vista Unified San Diego Vista Academy of Visual and Performing Arts 57/68452-00-014 09/09/22 693,680$            -$                       

Vista Unified San Diego Vista Magnet Middle School of Technology, Science, and Math57/68452-00-015 09/09/22 1,253,731$         -$                       

Redding Elementary Shasta Turtle Bay 57/70110-00-012 09/09/22 1,467,178$         -$                       

Visalia Unified Tulare Valley Oak Middle 57/72256-00-037 09/13/22 2,894,248$         -$                       

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Burcham Elementary 57/64725-00-052 09/20/22 6,470,500$         -$                       

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Burcham Elementary 57/64725-00-053 09/20/22 7,193,025$         -$                       

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Bryant Elementary 57/64725-00-054 09/20/22 4,721,657$         -$                       

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Arroyo Grande High 57/68759-00-024 09/20/22 5,001,927$         -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Del Paso Manor Elementary 57/67447-00-079 09/21/22 662,218$            -$                       

Colton Joint Unified San Bernardino Terrace Hills Middle 57/67686-00-027 09/22/22 952,923$            -$                       

Snowline Joint Unified San Bernardino Baldy Mesa Elementary 57/73957-00-003 09/23/22 5,059,475$         -$                       

Snowline Joint Unified San Bernardino Chaparral High 57/73957-00-004 09/23/22 2,121,725$         -$                       

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Fairgrove Elementary 57/68759-00-025 09/29/22 1,496,985$         -$                       

Vallejo City Unified Solano Jesse M. Bethel High 57/70581-00-024 09/29/22 2,775,937$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles One Hundred Fifty-Third Street 57/64733-00-743 10/05/22 578,191$            -$                       

Ocean View Orange Star View Elementary 57/66613-00-025 10/07/22 858,917$            -$                       
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Castro Valley Unified Alameda Chabot Elementary 57/61150-00-032 10/10/22 510,060$            -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Greer Elementary 57/67447-00-080 10/10/22 474,022$            -$                       

Castro Valley Unified Alameda Independent Elementary 57/61150-00-033 10/13/22 2,053,061$         -$                       

East Side Union High Santa Clara Independence High 57/69427-00-042 10/14/22 1,129,027$         -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Lichen K-8 57/67447-00-081 10/17/22 2,127,194$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Garvanza Elementary 57/64733-00-744 10/18/22 2,019,801$         -$                       

Capistrano Unified Orange Aliso Niguel High 57/66464-00-027 10/18/22 1,874,147$         -$                       

Natomas Unified Sacramento American Lakes 57/75283-00-010 10/18/22 3,340,838$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Balboa Elementary 57/68338-00-273 10/19/22 9,474,093$         -$                       

Val Verde Unified Riverside Vista Verde Middle 57/75242-00-013 10/19/22 549,789$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Aragon Avenue Elementary 57/64733-00-745 10/20/22 3,468,406$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Belvedere Middle 57/64733-09-012 10/20/22 8,317,822$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Thomas Jefferson Senior High 57/64733-13-011 10/20/22 26,205,856$       -$                       

Castro Valley Unified Alameda Castro Valley Elementary 57/61150-00-034 10/25/22 889,525$            -$                       

Castro Valley Unified Alameda Marshall Elementary 57/61150-00-035 10/25/22 1,000,074$         -$                       

Castro Valley Unified Alameda Stanton Elementary 57/61150-00-036 10/25/22 1,006,248$         -$                       

Castro Valley Unified Alameda Proctor Elementary 57/61150-00-037 10/25/22 1,517,774$         -$                       

Monterey Peninsula Unified Monterey Martin Luther King 57/66092-00-043 10/25/22 329,990$            -$                       

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Simons Middle 57/64907-00-051 10/26/22 2,993,985$         -$                       

Pittsburg Unified Contra Costa Parkside Elementary 57/61788-00-014 10/27/22 139,907$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Second Street Elementary 57/64733-00-746 11/03/22 3,357,743$         -$                       

San Dieguito Union High San Diego Diegueno Middle 57/68346-00-010 11/04/22 6,378,380$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Belvedere Middle 57/64733-09-013 11/07/22 8,317,822$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Daniel Webster Middle 57/64733-24-009 11/07/22 2,502,777$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Twenty-Fourth Street Elementary 57/64733-00-747 11/09/22 3,530,518$         -$                       

Ocean View Orange Vista View Middle 57/66613-00-026 11/09/22 834,256$            -$                       

Nevada Joint Union High Nevada Bear River High 57/66357-00-015 11/11/22 4,199,229$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Castelar Street Elementary 57/64733-00-748 11/15/22 2,108,585$         -$                       

Morongo Unified San Bernardino Twentynine Palms High 57/67777-00-010 11/17/22 2,382,390$         -$                       

Chula Vista Elementary San Diego Feaster (Mae L.) Charter 57/68023-00-020 11/17/22 5,419,613$         -$                       

Benicia Unified Solano Benicia High 57/70524-00-018 11/18/22 2,930,340$         -$                       

Benicia Unified Solano Matthew Turner Elementary 57/70524-00-019 11/18/22 1,143,890$         -$                       

Lamont Elementary Kern Alicante Avenue Elementary 57/63560-00-005 11/21/22 1,331,109$         -$                       

Lamont Elementary Kern Lamont Elementary 57/63560-00-006 11/21/22 2,852,292$         -$                       

Ocean View Orange Marine View Middle 57/66613-00-027 11/21/22 767,590$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles James Madison Middle 57/64733-00-749 11/22/22 2,451,838$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Ambler Avenue Elementary 57/64733-00-750 11/22/22 1,158,703$         -$                       

Jurupa Unified Riverside Jurupa Middle 57/67090-00-017 11/22/22 4,566,713$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Anatola Avenue Elementary 57/64733-00-751 12/02/22 1,845,345$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Bancroft (Hubert Howe) Junior 57/64733-31-009 12/02/22 5,340,325$         -$                       

San Mateo Union High San Mateo Capuchino High 57/69047-00-013 12/02/22 935,967$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Canfield Avenue Elementary 57/64733-00-752 12/05/22 2,026,799$         -$                       

Sunnyvale Santa Clara Ellis Elementary 57/69690-00-014 12/06/22 2,178,244$         -$                       
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Sequoia Union High San Mateo Woodside High 57/69062-00-039 12/07/22 1,935,008$         -$                       

Capistrano Unified Orange Dana Hills High 57/66464-00-028 12/08/22 796,991$            -$                       

Natomas Unified Sacramento Natomas High 57/75283-00-011 12/08/22 4,513,367$         -$                       

Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara Monroe Elementary 57/76786-00-021 12/09/22 999,273$            -$                       

San Ramon Valley Unified Contra Costa Alamo Elementary 57/61804-00-047 12/12/22 837,192$            -$                       

Vista Unified San Diego Vista High 57/68452-00-016 12/15/22 9,424,252$         -$                       

Albany City Unified Alameda Marin Elementary 57/61127-00-007 12/22/22 1,578,838$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Sixth Avenue Elementary 57/64733-00-753 01/03/23 2,637,353$         -$                       

Ravenswood City Elementary San Mateo Cesar Chavez Ravenswood Middle 57/68999-00-018 01/05/23 3,985,647$         -$                       

Santa Ana Unified Orange McFadden Institute of Technology 57/66670-00-068 01/06/23 2,361,364$         -$                       

Visalia Unified Tulare Pinkham Elementary 57/72256-00-038 01/09/23 1,390,315$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles John A. Sutter Middle 57/64733-00-754 01/10/23 157,444$            -$                       

Novato Unified Marin Sinaloa Middle 57/65417-00-027 01/10/23 566,114$            -$                       

San Bernardino City Unified San Bernardino San Gorgonio High 57/67876-00-122 01/10/23 2,010,909$         -$                       

Novato Unified Marin Rancho Elementary 57/65417-00-028 01/17/23 408,328$            -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Baldwin Stocker Elementary 57/64261-00-001 01/18/23 5,336,064$         -$                       

Ukiah Unified Mendocino Nokomis Elementary 57/65615-00-009 01/18/23 1,673,124$         -$                       

Ukiah Unified Mendocino Oak Manor Elementary 57/65615-00-010 01/18/23 1,989,893$         -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento San Juan High 57/67447-00-082 01/18/23 5,326,686$         -$                       

Vallejo City Unified Solano Solano Widenmann Leadership Academy 57/70581-00-025 01/18/23 2,649,036$         -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Camino Grove Elementary 57/64261-00-002 01/19/23 5,335,432$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Luther Burbank Middle 57/64733-00-755 01/19/23 1,971,135$         -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles First Avenue Middle 57/64261-00-003 01/20/23 5,620,528$         -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Hugo Reid Elementary 57/64261-00-004 01/20/23 3,809,130$         -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Highland Oaks Elementary 57/64261-00-005 01/20/23 4,210,379$         -$                       

Cutten Elementary Humboldt Cutten Elementary 57/62745-00-002 01/23/23 539,768$            -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento John Barrett Middle 57/67447-00-083 01/23/23 4,282,903$         -$                       

Lakeside Union Elementary San Diego Lakeside Farms Elementary 57/68189-00-010 01/23/23 916,671$            -$                       

Alhambra Unified Los Angeles Martha Baldwin Elementary 57/75713-00-034 01/23/23 5,183,132$         -$                       

Alhambra Unified Los Angeles Ramona Elementary 57/75713-00-035 01/23/23 6,086,692$         -$                       

Alhambra Unified Los Angeles Ynez Elementary 57/75713-00-036 01/23/23 5,358,027$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Andrew Carnegie Middle 57/64733-00-756 01/25/23 2,135,675$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Ascot Avenue Elementary 57/64733-00-757 01/26/23 8,993,561$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Westchester Cont High 57/64733-61-010 01/26/23 3,352,088$         -$                       

Gravenstein Union Elementary Sonoma Hillcrest Middle 57/70714-00-004 01/26/23 858,950$            -$                       

Meridian Elementary Sutter Meridian Elementary 57/71415-00-002 01/27/23 254,933$            -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Hugo Reid Elementary 57/64261-00-006 01/31/23 1,268,194$         -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Richard Henry Dana Middle 57/64261-00-007 01/31/23 4,458,083$         -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Longley Way Elementary 57/64261-00-008 01/31/23 3,971,635$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego De Portola Middle 57/68338-00-274 01/31/23 2,671,782$         -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Foothills Middle 57/64261-00-009 02/01/23 4,571,969$         -$                       

El Monte Union High Los Angeles South El Monte High 57/64519-00-005 02/02/23 9,804,468$         -$                       

Riverside Unified Riverside Sierra Middle 57/67215-00-050 02/05/23 5,509,454$         -$                       
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Riverside Unified Riverside Jefferson Elementary 57/67215-00-051 02/06/23 6,168,873$         -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Starr King K-8 57/67447-00-084 02/08/23 27,083,703$       -$                       

Lakeside Union Elementary San Diego Lindo Park Elementary 57/68189-00-011 02/08/23 21,825,459$       -$                       

Durham Unified Butte Durham High 57/61432-00-002 02/10/23 1,062,186$         -$                       

Waugh Elementary Sonoma Corona Creek Elementary 57/70995-00-002 02/13/23 1,166,047$         -$                       

San Leandro Unified Alameda Bancroft Middle 57/61291-00-027 02/14/23 979,589$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Glenwood Elementary 57/64733-38-025 02/14/23 816,656$            -$                       

Santa Ana Unified Orange Sierra Intermediate 57/66670-00-069 02/14/23 1,404,162$         -$                       

Alameda Unified Alameda Bay Farm Elementary 57/61119-00-025 02/16/23 4,754,593$         -$                       

Ventura County Office of Education Ventura Gateway Community 57/10561-00-005 02/21/23 1,901,205$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Carson Senior High 57/64733-54-028 02/21/23 6,751,761$         -$                       

Riverside Unified Riverside John W. North high 57/67215-00-052 02/21/23 9,280,102$         -$                       

Lawndale Elementary Los Angeles Jane Addams Middle 57/64691-00-011 02/22/23 1,326,156$         -$                       

Arcohe Union Elementary Sacramento Arcohe Elementary 57/67280-00-002 02/22/23 1,309,477$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Robert Frost Middle 57/64733-00-758 02/23/23 250,670$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Fries Avenue Elementary 57/64733-00-759 02/23/23 2,868,656$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Richard Henry Dana Middle 57/64733-20-024 02/27/23 2,346,635$         -$                       

Novato Unified Marin San Jose Middle 57/65417-00-029 02/27/23 1,111,888$         -$                       

El Segundo Unified Los Angeles El Segundo Middle 57/64535-00-008 02/28/23 714,173$            -$                       

El Segundo Unified Los Angeles Center Street Elementary 57/64535-00-009 03/01/23 1,100,404$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Christopher Dena Elementary 57/64733-00-760 03/02/23 1,541,397$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Calabash Charter Academy 57/64733-00-761 03/02/23 1,938,220$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Charles Leroy Lowman Special Education and Career Transition Center57/64733-00-762 03/03/23 802,995$            -$                       

Lakeside Union Elementary San Diego Lakeside Farms Elementary 57/68189-00-012 03/08/23 2,185,152$         -$                       

Snowline Joint Unified San Bernardino Pinon Hills Elementary 57/73957-00-001 03/08/23 5,231,587$         -$                       

Snowline Joint Unified San Bernardino Quail Valley Middle 57/73957-00-006 03/08/23 11,746,585$       -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Rio Americano High 57/67447-00-085 03/09/23 546,350$            -$                       

El Segundo Unified Los Angeles El Segundo High 57/64535-00-010 03/10/23 2,175,522$         -$                       

Merced Union High Merced Merced High 57/65789-00-011 03/10/23 887,781$            -$                       

Lawndale Elementary Los Angeles William Anderson Elementary 57/64691-00-012 03/13/23 1,290,478$         -$                       

Lawndale Elementary Los Angeles William Green Elementary 57/64691-00-013 03/13/23 1,487,579$         -$                       

Lawndale Elementary Los Angeles Billy Mitchell Elementary 57/64691-00-014 03/13/23 1,027,578$         -$                       

Lawndale Elementary Los Angeles Will Rogers Middle 57/64691-00-015 03/13/23 1,585,565$         -$                       

Lawndale Elementary Los Angeles F. D. Roosevelt Elementary 57/64691-00-016 03/13/23 1,238,677$         -$                       

Lawndale Elementary Los Angeles Mark Twain Elementary 57/64691-00-017 03/13/23 606,652$            -$                       

Riverside Unified Riverside Jackson Elementary 57/67215-00-053 03/13/23 5,678,847$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Ralph Waldo Emerson Elementary 57/68338-00-275 03/15/23 2,774,042$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Kimbrough Elementary 57/68338-00-276 03/16/23 3,416,897$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Carmel Elementary 57/75044-00-008 03/16/23 912,900$            -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Mojave High 57/75044-00-009 03/16/23 1,221,915$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Cottonwood Elementary 57/75044-00-010 03/16/23 1,109,665$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Mesa Grande Elementary 57/75044-00-011 03/16/23 1,795,370$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Cypress School of the Arts 57/75044-00-012 03/16/23 1,612,790$         -$                       
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Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Mesquite Trails Elementary 57/75044-00-013 03/16/23 882,470$            -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Kingston Elementary 57/75044-00-014 03/16/23 1,734,510$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Hollyvale Elementary 57/75044-00-015 03/16/23 876,384$            -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Hesperia High 57/75044-00-016 03/16/23 5,182,605$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Hesperia Junior High 57/75044-00-017 03/16/23 2,638,760$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Joshua Circle Elementary 57/75044-00-018 03/16/23 1,399,780$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Juniper Elementary 57/75044-00-019 03/16/23 1,156,340$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Lime Street Elementary 57/75044-00-020 03/16/23 1,430,210$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Maple Elementary 57/75044-00-021 03/16/23 518,040$            -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Cedar Middle 57/75044-00-022 03/16/23 2,123,880$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Eucalyptus Elementary 57/75044-00-023 03/16/23 821,610$            -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Sultana High 57/75044-00-024 03/16/23 4,466,310$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Canyon Ridge High 57/75044-00-025 03/16/23 2,359,560$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Mission Crest Elementary 57/75044-00-026 03/16/23 2,130,100$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Krystal School of Science, Math & Technology 57/75044-00-027 03/16/23 1,977,950$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Ranchero Middle 57/75044-00-028 03/16/23 3,218,000$         -$                       

Hesperia Unified San Bernardino Topaz Preparatory Academy 57/75044-00-029 03/16/23 1,673,650$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Bell Middle 57/68338-00-277 03/17/23 10,540,822$       -$                       

Turlock Unified Stanislaus Wakefield Elementary 57/75739-00-018 03/17/23 2,812,962$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Vinedale College Preparatory Academy 57/64733-38-026 03/20/23 2,321,950$         -$                       

Greenfield Union Elementary Monterey Mary Chapa Academy 57/66035-00-005 03/20/23 6,429,682$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Third Street Elementary 57/64733-00-763 03/21/23 2,288,158$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Standley Middle 57/68338-00-278 03/21/23 838,047$            -$                       

Turlock Unified Stanislaus Turlock Junior High 57/75739-00-019 03/21/23 10,297,025$       -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Cadman Elementary 57/68338-00-279 03/22/23 644,690$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Seventy-Fifth Street Elementary 57/64733-15-013 03/23/23 1,796,785$         -$                       

Porterville Unified Tulare Porterville High 57/75523-00-017 03/23/23 1,105,787$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Bird Rock Elementary 57/68338-00-280 03/24/23 800,953$            -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Correia Middle 57/68338-00-281 03/24/23 385,679$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Union Avenue Elementary 57/64733-11-015 03/29/23 2,723,732$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Whitman Elementary 57/68338-00-282 04/03/23 693,968$            -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Walker Elementary 57/68338-00-283 04/03/23 693,968$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Amestoy Elementary 57/64733-33-023 04/04/23 3,197,802$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Sandburg Elementary 57/68338-00-284 04/04/23 817,380$            -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Pacific Beach Elementary 57/68338-00-285 04/04/23 468,926$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Canoga Park Senior High 57/64733-00-764 04/05/23 6,080,588$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Wangenheim Middle 57/68338-00-286 04/05/23 6,446,535$         -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Knox Middle 57/68338-00-287 04/05/23 5,656,867$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Crenshaw Science, Technology, Engineering, Math and Medicine Magnet57/64733-00-765 04/10/23 3,112,554$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles John Marshall Senior High 57/64733-12-011 04/10/23 3,677,823$         -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento San Juan High 57/67447-00-086 04/10/23 1,741,614$         -$                       

Anaheim Union High Orange Anaheim High 57/66431-01-004 04/11/23 6,467,598$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Reseda Elementary 57/64733-00-766 04/12/23 573,961$            -$                       
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Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles West Hollywood Elementary 57/64733-00-767 04/12/23 3,127,116$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Delevan Drive Elementary 57/64733-00-768 04/12/23 1,728,760$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles El Sereno Middle 57/64733-34-017 04/12/23 3,953,360$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Verdugo Hills Senior High 57/64733-00-769 04/13/23 11,877,649$       -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Glassell Park ES Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts and Math Magnet57/64733-08-008 04/13/23 5,016,138$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles John A. Sutter Middle 57/64733-00-770 04/18/23 1,607,414$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Thomas A. Edison Middle 57/64733-00-771 04/24/23 4,853,716$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Franklin Avenue Elementary 57/64733-12-012 04/24/23 1,477,456$         -$                       

Monterey Peninsula Unified Monterey Del Monte Elementary 57/66092-00-044 04/24/23 367,044$            -$                       

Benicia Unified Solano Benicia Middle 57/70524-00-020 04/24/23 764,404$            -$                       

Castro Valley Unified Alameda Marshall Elementary 57/61150-00-038 04/27/23 340,892$            -$                       

San Juan Unified Sacramento Earl Legette Elementary 57/67447-00-087 04/27/23 4,322,499$         -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Holly Avenue Elementary 57/64261-00-010 04/28/23 6,062,517$         -$                       

Encinitas Union Elementary San Diego Flora Vista Elementary 57/68080-00-005 04/28/23 1,409,714$         -$                       

Escondido Union San Diego Del Dios Academy of Arts and Sciences 57/68098-00-016 05/02/23 2,529,394$         -$                       

Pajaro Valley Unified Santa Cruz Watsonville High 57/69799-00-026 05/02/23 3,239,243$         -$                       

Temecula Valley Unified Riverside Temecula Valley High 57/75192-00-021 05/02/23 1,909,558$         -$                       

Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Bancroft Middle 57/64725-00-055 05/03/23 6,036,771$         -$                       

Jurupa Unified Riverside Troth Street Elementary 57/67090-00-018 05/03/23 4,862,874$         -$                       

Pajaro Valley Unified Santa Cruz Pajaro Middle 57/69799-00-027 05/03/23 1,161,861$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Fifty-Second Street Elementary 57/64733-14-006 05/04/23 1,759,023$         -$                       

Anaheim Union High Orange Magnolia High 57/66431-00-003 05/08/23 3,855,164$         -$                       

Cascade Union Elementary Shasta Meadow Lane Elementary 57/69914-00-006 05/08/23 413,493$            -$                       

Novato Unified Marin Pleasant Valley Elementary 57/65417-00-030 05/09/23 337,283$            -$                       

Sweetwater Union High San Diego Bonita Vista Senior High 57/68411-00-050 05/09/23 7,363,101$         -$                       

Sweetwater Union High San Diego Mar Vista Senior High 57/68411-00-051 05/09/23 7,796,172$         -$                       

Anaheim Union High Orange Western High 57/66431-07-001 05/11/23 8,253,521$         -$                       

Santa Cruz City Elementary Santa Cruz Gault Elementary 57/69815-00-011 05/15/23 1,798,942$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Nestle Avenue Charter 57/64733-00-772 05/16/23 688,832$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Point Fermin Elementary 57/64733-20-025 05/16/23 1,308,963$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Angeles Mesa Elementary 57/64733-00-773 05/17/23 1,268,963$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Chatsworth Charter High 57/64733-00-774 05/17/23 1,805,509$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles South Shores/CSUDH Visual and Performing Arts 57/64733-42-019 05/17/23 1,110,412$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Ulysses S. Grant Senior High 57/64733-00-775 05/18/23 27,997,883$       -$                       

Los Gatos-Saratoga Union High Santa Clara Saratoga High 57/69534-00-003 05/18/23 1,377,679$         -$                       

Sweetwater Union High San Diego Eastlake High 57/68411-00-052 05/22/23 5,859,355$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Shenandoah Street Elementary 57/64733-30-004 05/23/23 2,114,572$         -$                       

Snowline Joint Unified San Bernardino Wrightwood Elementary 57/73957-00-007 05/25/23 5,492,195$         -$                       

Oceanside Unified San Diego San Luis Rey Elementary 57/73569-00-016 05/26/23 4,965,167$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Chapman Elementary 57/64733-00-776 05/31/23 472,885$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Phineas Banning Senior High 57/64733-32-027 05/31/23 1,959,242$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Sierra Vista Elementary 57/64733-00-777 06/01/23 2,203,043$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Dixie Canyon Community Charter 57/64733-40-006 06/01/23 4,018,955$         -$                       
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Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Orville Wright Engineering and Design Magnet 57/64733-61-011 06/01/23 3,037,889$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Benjamin Franklin Senior High 57/64733-00-778 06/06/23 10,010,518$       -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Bonita Street Elementary 57/64733-54-029 06/06/23 2,002,753$         -$                       

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Pomona High 57/64907-00-052 06/07/23 10,068,962$       -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Dahlia Heights Elementary 57/64733-26-002 06/08/23 4,255,015$         -$                       

San Benito High San Benito Hollister High 57/67538-00-010 06/08/23 237,857$            -$                       

Pajaro Valley Unified Santa Cruz Rio del Mar Elementary 57/69799-00-028 06/08/23 1,418,559$         -$                       

Pajaro Valley Unified Santa Cruz Aptos High 57/69799-00-029 06/08/23 1,765,933$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Castle Heights Elementary 57/64733-00-779 06/09/23 766,494$            -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Sherman Elementary 57/68338-00-288 06/13/23 3,765,815$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Seventy-Fourth Street Elementary 57/64733-00-780 06/14/23 789,462$            -$                       

San Diego Unified San Diego Challenger Middle 57/68338-00-289 06/15/23 6,275,509$         -$                       

Hemet Unified Riverside Ramona Elementary 57/67082-00-013 06/23/23 2,361,103$         -$                       

Pomona Unified Los Angeles Ganesha High 57/64907-00-053 06/27/23 7,000,534$         -$                       

East Side Union High Santa Clara William C. Overfelt High 57/69427-00-043 06/27/23 1,365,875$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles South Gate Middle 57/64733-16-013 06/28/23 1,611,380$         -$                       

Chino Valley Unified San Bernardino Oak Ridge Elementary 57/67678-00-037 07/03/23 244,695$            -$                       

Lucia Mar Unified San Luis Obispo Judkins Middle 57/68759-00-026 07/03/23 2,898,458$         -$                       

Moreno Valley Unified Riverside Sunnymead Middle 57/67124-00-029 07/05/23 2,282,722$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Haddon Avenue Elementary 57/64733-28-018 07/06/23 3,502,291$         -$                       

Saugus Union Los Angeles Charles Helmers Elementary 57/64998-00-012 07/07/23 1,420,485$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Wonderland Avenue Elementary 57/64733-00-781 07/10/23 5,030,116$         -$                       

Franklin-McKinley Elementary Santa Clara Sylvandale Middle 57/69450-00-015 07/13/23 1,281,822$         -$                       

Encinitas Union Elementary San Diego Capri Elementary 57/68080-00-006 07/14/23 952,330$            -$                       

Benicia Unified Solano Mary Farmar Elementary 57/70524-00-021 07/14/23 559,912$            -$                       

Benicia Unified Solano Robert Semple Elementary 57/70524-00-022 07/14/23 580,909$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Charles Leroy Lowman Special Education and Career Transition Center57/64733-00-782 07/17/23 1,191,248$         -$                       

Los Gatos-Saratoga Union High Santa Clara Los Gatos High 57/69534-00-004 07/17/23 1,547,225$         -$                       

Sanger Unified Fresno Lone Star Elementary 57/62414-00-020 07/18/23 1,317,455$         -$                       

Sanger Unified Fresno Washington Academic Middle 57/62414-00-021 07/18/23 2,029,081$         -$                       

Sanger Unified Fresno Jackson Elementary 57/62414-00-022 07/18/23 1,598,146$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Alain Leroy Locke 3 College Preparatory Academy 57/64733-00-783 07/18/23 6,517,957$         -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Fifty-Fourth Street Elementary 57/64733-00-784 07/18/23 2,544,023$         -$                       

Arcadia Unified Los Angeles Arcadia High 57/64261-00-011 07/20/23 25,554,341$       -$                       

Walnut Creek Elementary Contra Costa Tice Creek 57/61812-00-007 07/24/23 2,434,208$         -$                       

Walnut Creek Elementary Contra Costa Parkmead Elementary 57/61812-00-008 07/24/23 814,031$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Independence Elementary 57/64733-00-785 07/24/23 1,382,777$         -$                       

Perris Elementary Riverside Palms Elementary 57/67199-00-003 07/24/23 968,667$            -$                       

Perris Elementary Riverside Good Hope Elementary 57/67199-00-004 07/25/23 857,917$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Farmdale Elementary 57/64733-34-018 07/26/23 437,576$            -$                       

Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles James J. McBride Special Education Center 57/64733-42-020 07/27/23 812,007$            -$                       

Encinitas Union Elementary San Diego Paul Ecke-Central Elementary 57/68080-00-007 07/31/23 1,914,708$         -$                       

Hueneme Elementary Ventura Fred L. Williams Elementary 57/72462-00-009 07/31/23 2,630,498$         -$                       
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Hueneme Elementary Ventura Charles Blackstock Junior High 57/72462-00-010 07/31/23 2,996,966$         -$                       

1,350,546,370$  12,239,913$       

1,362,786,284$  
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Section 1859.81. Financial Hardship. 

Except for Joint-Use Projects and Career Technical Education Facilities Projects, a 
district is eligible for financial hardship to fund all or a portion of its matching share 
requirement after demonstrating the requirements of (a), (c), and (d) below: 
(a) The district is financially unable to provide all necessary matching funds for an eligible
project.  To determine this, an analysis shall be made of the district’s financial records by
the OPSC including data and records maintained by the CDE and the County Office of
Education.  The analysis shall consist of a review of the district’s latest Independent Audit
regarding funds available from all capital facility accounts, including, but not limited to,
developer fees, funds generated from capital facility certificates of participation, federal
grants, redevelopment funds, sale proceeds from surplus property, the appraised value of
facilities approved for replacement pursuant to Section 1859.82, bond funds either
encumbered, unencumbered or authorized but unsold, and savings from other SFP
projects.  All funds thus identified that have not been expended or encumbered by a
contractual agreement for a specific capital outlay purpose prior to the initial request for
financial hardship status shall be deemed available as a matching contribution.

After the initial request for financial hardship status is granted, no further 
encumbrances will be approved by the OPSC and all prospective revenue made 
available to the district’s capital facility accounts shall be deemed available as 
matching contribution on the subsequent financial hardship review, with the 
exception of: 
(1) Approved interim housing expenditures.
(2) Funding to pay for previously recognized multi-year encumbrances approved at the
initial financial hardship approval.
(3) Funding that is transferred into a Special Reserve Fund and is used for the
express purpose of the Federal Renovation Program when the amount expended
out of that fund does not exceed the maximum Federal Renovation Grant amount.
(4) Funding that is transferred into a Special Reserve Fund and is used for the
express purpose of the School Facilities Needs Assessment Grant Program or
Emergency Repair Program when the amount expended out of that fund does not
exceed the maximum grant amount apportioned.
(5) Funding that is transferred into a Special Reserve Fund and is used for the
express purpose of the Career Technical Education Facilities Program when the
amount expended out of that fund does not exceed the applicant’s share of the
maximum grant amount apportioned.
(6) Funding that is transferred into a Special Reserve Fund and used for the express
purpose of the Overcrowding Relief Grant when the amount expended out of that
fund does not exceed the amount of the site acquisition and design costs of the
project and the district has submitted an approved Form SAB 50-11.
(7) Funding that is used for the express purpose of reimbursing the State a proportionate
share of financial hardship received when there has been a transfer of a special
education program and title to the facility.  In addition, the funding was used within five
years of the title transfer.
(8) Funding to pay for obtaining a structural report pursuant to Section 1859.82.2 for
an approvable and funded seismic mitigation project.
(9) All other capital facility funding for a period of three years when no subsequent
financial hardship request is made during this period, with the exception of the funding
identified in (6).  The three-year period begins with the date of the most recent
financial hardship new construction or modernization adjusted grant funding
apportionment.

872



When Overcrowding Relief Grant funding is set aside pursuant to (6) and the School 
District has not submitted, or the OPSC has not accepted, a Form SAB 50-04 for an 
Overcrowding Relief Grant within three years from the date of deposit into the 
Special Reserve Fund, or the School District has not met the requirements in 
Sections 1859.90 or 1859.105, remaining funds plus interest accrued at the Pooled 
Money Investment Board rate at that time period shall be deemed available as 
matching contribution on a subsequent financial hardship project or be captured 
through an audit adjustment pursuant to Section 1859.106. 

The financial hardship analysis is subject to approval by the Board. 

(b) From the funds deemed available as a matching contribution, the district may
retain $19,776 per classroom in each enrollment reporting period for the cost to
provide interim housing for the currently unhoused pupils of the district.  The amount
shown shall be adjusted annually in the manner prescribed in Section 1859.71.  The
number of classrooms needed for interim housing for the currently unhoused pupils
shall be the sum of the positive numbers determined in (b)(7) as follows:
(1) Determine the current enrollment of the district by grade level as shown on the
latest Form SAB 50-01.
(2) Determine the New Construction Grants apportioned by grade level for all SFP
projects and LPP funded under the provisions of Sections 1859.12 or 1859.13 where
the district has submitted Form SAB 50-06 indicating that the project is 100 percent
complete.
(3) Subtract (b)(2) from (b)(1).
(4) Determine the number of classrooms by grade level reported in Part 1, Line 8 on
Form SAB 50-02.
(5) Multiply the classrooms determined in (b)(4) by 25 for K-6, 27 for 7-12, 13 for
Non-Severe and 9 for Severe.
(6) Subtract the product determined in (b)(5) from the difference determined in (b)(3)
by grade level.
(7) Divide the difference by grade level determined in (b)(6) by 25 for K-6, 27 for 7-
12, 13 for Non-Severe and 9 for Severe and round up to the nearest whole number.

From the funds deemed available as a matching contribution, the district may also 
retain $19,776 per portable toilet unit in each reporting period for the cost to provide 
necessary interim toilet facilities for the currently unhoused pupils of the district.  The 
amount shown shall be adjusted annually in the manner prescribed in Section 
1859.71.  The number of toilet facilities needed for interim housing shall be the sum 
of the positive numbers determined in (b)(7) divided by eight rounded up to the 
nearest whole number. 

From the funds deemed available as a matching contribution, the district may also 
retain $19,776 per classroom in each reporting period for the cost to provide 
necessary interim housing for the currently unhoused pupils displaced as a result of 
a SAB approved seismic mitigation project pursuant to Section 1859.82.2. The 
amount shown shall be adjusted annually in the manner prescribed in Section 
1859.71.  The number of classrooms needed for interim housing shall be the 
quotient of the displaced pupils by 25 for K-6, 27 for 7-12, 13 for Non-Severe and 9 
for Severe and round up to the nearest whole number. 
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If the district’s available funds, as determined by the OPSC analysis less costs for 
interim housing, is less than its matching share, the district will be deemed to have 
met the requirements of this Subsection. 

(c) The district has made all reasonable efforts to fund its matching share of the project by
demonstrating it is levying the developer fee justified under law or an alternative revenue
source equal to or greater than the developer fee otherwise justified under law at the time
of request for hardship and the district meets at least one of the following:
(1) The current outstanding bonded indebtedness of the district issued for the
purpose of constructing school facilities in accordance with Education Code Section
17072.35 or 17074.25 as appropriate, at the time of request for financial hardship
status, is at least 60 percent of the district’s total bonding capacity.  Outstanding
bonded indebtedness includes that part of general obligation bonds, Mello-Roos
Bonds, School Facility Improvement District Bonds and certificates of participation
which the district is paying a debt service that was issued for capital outlay school
facility purposes.
(2) The district had a successful registered voter bond election for at least the
maximum amount allowed under Proposition 39 within the previous two years from
the date of request for financial hardship status.  The proceeds from the bond
election that represent the maximum amount allowed under the provisions of
Proposition 39 must be used to fund the district’s matching share requirement for
SFP project(s).
(3) It is a County Superintendent of Schools.
(4) The district’s total bonding capacity at the time of the request for financial
hardship status is $5 million or less.
(5) Other evidence of reasonable effort as approved by the SAB.

If the district’s request for financial hardship status is denied by the Board, the district may 
be deemed eligible for rental payments of $2,000 per year per classroom under the 
Emergency School Classroom Law of 1979 for a two year period when relocatable 
classroom buildings are available and the district provides financial documentation that it is 
unable to afford the full rental amount and any other information satisfactory to the Board 
that the rental reduction is necessary.  The number of classrooms eligible for the $2,000 
rental payments shall be the sum of the numbers determined in (c)(5)(B) as follows: 
(A) Determine the number of pupils by grade level that the district requested a New
Construction Grant on the Form SAB 50-04 that were denied financial hardship
status.
(B) Divide the number by grade level determined in (c)(5)(A) by 25 for K-6, 27 for 7-
12, 13 for Non-Severe and 9 for Severe and round up to the nearest whole number.
(d) The district has not signed a contract for acquisition or construction of classrooms
that replace existing facility(ies), which were included in the determination of the
district’s new construction eligibility pursuant to Education Code Section 17071.75, in a
locally funded project during the five-year period immediately preceding the district’s
application for financial hardship assistance.  This restriction may be lifted if the Board
finds that unforeseen and extenuating circumstances existed that required the district
to use local funds to replace the facility(ies).
(e) If the district meets the financial hardship requirements in this Section, the
amount of financial hardship is equal to the district’s matching share less funds
deemed available in (a).
(1) Once a district has been notified by OPSC that it meets the requirements of
financial hardship in this Section, the district may file Form SAB 50-04 under the
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provisions of financial hardship anytime within a period of 180 calendar days from 
the date of the OPSC notification. 
(2) If the district does not submit Form SAB 50-04 under the provisions of financial
hardship within 180 calendar days of the OPSC notification of approval of financial
hardship status, the district must re-qualify for financial hardship status under the
provisions of this Section by submittal of a new request for financial hardship status.
(3) If the project(s) has been included on an unfunded list for more than 180
calendar days, a review of the district’s funds pursuant to (a) will be made to
determine if additional district funds are available to fund the district’s matching
share of the project(s).

Financial hardship approval status by the OPSC for a separate design and/or site 
apportionment does not apply to any subsequent funding for the project(s). 

(f) If the district submits Form SAB 50-04 within 180 calendar days of the OPSC
notification of approval of financial hardship and the project(s) has been included on
the “Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans)” for more than 180 calendar days as a
result of the State of California’s inability to provide interim financing from the Pooled
Money Investment Account (AB 55 loans), the Board may suspend the unfunded
review requirement as defined in Regulation Section 1859.81(e).  Projects added to
any other unfunded list shall be subject to the review detailed in Regulation Section
1859.81(e).  Regulation Section 1859.81(f) shall become inoperative July 1, 2011.
(g) A project added to an unfunded list on or after July 1, 2011 will be subject to the
review detailed in section (e)(3).  For projects added to an unfunded list between
February 25, 2009 and June 30, 2011, only the district’s financial records on or after
July 1, 2011 will be considered in calculating any adjustment to the district’s matching
share.
(h) On or after September 22, 2017, a district may submit a request for funding in
advance of obtaining a determination of Financial Hardship.
(1) To be considered for Financial Hardship, the district must check the box on the Form
SAB 50-04 requesting Financial Hardship pursuant to this subsection when submitting a
request for funding.
(2) Prior to processing an application OPSC will notify the district in writing to submit the
necessary documentation for a Financial Hardship analysis pursuant to (a), (b), (c) and
(d).  OPSC will not accept any documents for a Financial Hardship analysis in advance
of the notification.  Failure to submit the requested documentation within 60 calendar
days of OPSC’s notification will result in either a. or b.:
a. District may amend their Form SAB 50-04 to exclude the request for Financial
Hardship determination.
b. OPSC will return the request for funding and related materials to the district.
(3) Upon notification of Financial Hardship approval, any Form SAB 50-04 processed
within 180 calendar days of the approval date will be included in the approval.
(4) For any Form SAB 50-04 processed more than 180 calendar days after the date of
the Financial Hardship approval the district shall re-qualify for Financial Hardship status.

Note:  Authority cited: Sections 17070.35, 17075.15, 17078.72 and 17592.73, Education Code. 

Reference:  Sections 17071.75, 17075.10, 17075.15, and 17079.20, Education Code. 

875


	00 Agenda Cover (ADA)
	01 Table of Contents
	08232023_Table of Contents
	OPSC program codes (ADA)

	02 Minutes (ADA)
	06-28-2023_SAB MINUTES (ADA)
	06282023_Minutes_AttachA

	02a Delegation of Authority for DEO - MWatanabe_Prebd (ADA)
	03 EO Statement (ADA)
	04 Consent (ADA)
	Consent
	SFP Resolution: 2023-08-09
	SFP ELIGIBILITY ESTABLISHMENTS
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	RECOMMENDATIONS
	ELIGIBILITY APPROVALSNEW CONSTRUCTION
	ELIGIBILITY APPROVALSMODERNIZATION

	SFP ELIGIBILITY ADJUSTMENTS
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	RECOMMENDATIONS
	KEY TO ADJUSTMENTS
	NEW CONSTRUCTION ONLY
	MODERNIZATION ONLY

	ATTACHMENT A
	ATTACHMENT B

	SFP APPORTIONMENTS
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	AUTHORITY
	BACKGROUND
	RECOMMENDATIONS
	ATTACHMENTSchool Facility Program Apportionments
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Separate Design
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Separate Design
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Amended Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	New Construction - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval
	Modernization - Adjusted Grant Approval

	SFP SUBSTANTIAL PROGRESS REDUCTION TO COSTS INCURRED
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	AUTHORITY
	RECOMMENDATIONS
	ATTACHMENT SUBSTANTIAL PROGRESS REDUCTION TO COSTS INCURRED

	FACILITY HARDSHIP / REHABILITATION PROGRAM
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	TYPE OF REQUEST
	DESCRIPTION
	DESCRIPTION OF HEALTH AND SAFETY THREAT
	SCOPE OF PROJECT
	STATUS OF SCHOOL SITE

	QUALIFYING CRITERIA
	GOVERNMENT/STATE LEVEL CONCURRENCE
	SITE VISIT COMPLETED BY STAFF
	AUTHORITY
	RECOMMENDATION(S)

	ATTACHMENT A AUTHORITY
	Seismic Mitigation Program – Replacement Projects

	Seismic Mitigation Replacement - Adjusted Grant

	FACILITY HARDSHIP / REHABILITATION PROGRAM
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	TYPE OF REQUEST
	DESCRIPTION
	DESCRIPTION OF HEALTH AND SAFETY THREAT
	SCOPE OF PROJECT
	STATUS OF SCHOOL SITE

	QUALIFYING CRITERIA
	GOVERNMENT/STATE LEVEL CONCURRENCE
	SITE VISIT COMPLETED BY STAFF
	AUTHORITY
	RECOMMENDATION

	ATTACHMENT A AUTHORITY
	Facility Hardship Program – Rehabilitation Projects

	Facility Hardship Rehabilitation - Adjusted Grant

	FACILITY HARDSHIP / REHABILITATION PROGRAM
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	TYPE OF REQUEST
	DESCRIPTION
	DESCRIPTION OF HEALTH AND SAFETY THREAT
	SCOPE OF PROJECT
	STATUS OF SCHOOL SITE

	QUALIFYING CRITERIA
	GOVERNMENT/STATE LEVEL CONCURRENCE
	SITE VISIT COMPLETED BY STAFF
	AUTHORITY
	RECOMMENDATION

	ATTACHMENT A AUTHORITY
	Facility Hardship Program – Rehabilitation Projects

	Facility Hardship Rehabilitation - Adjusted Grant

	FACILITY HARDSHIP / REHABILITATION PROGRAM
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	TYPE OF REQUEST
	DESCRIPTION
	DESCRIPTION OF HEALTH AND SAFETY THREAT
	SCOPE OF PROJECT
	STATUS OF SCHOOL SITE

	QUALIFYING CRITERIA
	GOVERNMENT/STATE LEVEL CONCURRENCE
	SITE VISIT COMPLETED BY STAFF
	AUTHORITY
	RECOMMENDATION

	ATTACHMENT A AUTHORITY
	Facility Hardship Program – Rehabilitation Projects

	Facility Hardship Rehabilitation - Adjusted Grant

	CALIFORNIA PRESCHOOL, TRANSITIONAL KINDERGARTEN AND FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN FACILITIES GRANT PROGRAMResolution: 2023-08-10
	FDK – Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK – Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK –Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK - Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK – Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK - Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK – Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK – Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK – Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK – Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK - Amended Advance Design
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT

	FDK – Design Advance Rescission
	SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
	PROJECT DATA
	ADJUSTED GRANT DATA
	PROJECT FINANCING
	HISTORY OF PROJECT COST AND APPORTIONMENT


	UNUSED SITES
	EXHIBIT/APPL. NO. 92/66670-00-000
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	AUTHORITY
	BACKGROUND
	STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS
	RECOMMENDATION



	05 Financial Reports
	1 Status of FR as of June 2023
	2 TLOFR Chart 8-23-2023  
	Past TLOFR Chart

	3 _SOF August 2023 SAB
	Page 1
	Page 2

	4 Status of Funds - Bonding Authority Visual - August 23, 2023
	Prop. 51, 1D, 55, 47 and 1A Pie
	Prop. 51 Pie
	Prop. 1D Pie
	Prop. 55 Pie
	Prop. 47 Pie
	Remaining Bond Authority Pie
	CPTFDK

	5 Fund Recoveries Graph - 2022
	6 Fund Recoveries Graph - as of June 28, 2023
	7 Prop 51 Apportioned (ADA)
	8 Prop 51 Unfunded (ADA)
	9 Prop 51 Workload (ADA)
	10 Prop 51 & General Fund Data - as of 7-31-2023 - Comms (ADA)
	Comms

	11 Prop 51 & General Fund Pie Charts - as of 7-31-2023 (ADA)

	06 Action Items
	CCI Item August 2023 - Attachment 0 Final Report v8 - Cover (ADA)
	Application Of Construction Cost Index Changes to Projects Previously on the Unfunded List
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	AUTHORITY
	BACKGROUND
	Two Types of Unfunded Lists:
	Unfunded List
	Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans)

	Board’s 2013 Action on CCI Adjustments in Relation to Bond Funds’ Availability
	Transfer of Projects on Unfunded List to Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans)
	WRIT LITIGATION
	Court Remand

	STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS
	History of Past Board’s Actions in Limiting Funding
	Funding Was Not Guaranteed for Projects on the Unfunded List
	Projects on Unfunded List were Not Subject to New Program Requirements
	Projects Were Completed
	Current Program Again Has More Demand Than Funding
	The Reasons Offered by the Districts’ Responses are Not Valid
	Conclusion

	RECOMMENDATIONS


	CCI Item August 2023 - Attachment A-F (ADA)
	Application Of Construction Cost Index Changes to Projects Previously on the Unfunded List
	ATTACHMENT A SFP Unfunded List as of January 25, 2017; Added to Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) at June 5, 2017 SAB Meeting
	ATTACHMENT B AUTHORITY
	Education Code (EC) Section 17070.15
	EC Section 17070.20.
	EC Section 17070.35.
	EC Section 17072.10
	EC Section 17072.20
	EC Section 17074.10
	School Facility Program (SFP) Regulations Section Section 1859.2Definitions
	School Facility Program (SFP) Regulations Section Section 1859.71Adjustment to the New Construction Grant
	SFP Regulation Section 1859.71.1New Construction Grant for Individuals With Exceptional Needs
	SFP Regulation Section 1859.78Adjustment to the Modernization Grant
	SFP Regulation Section 1859.78.3Modernization Grant for Individuals With Exceptional Needs
	SFP Regulation Section 1859.90.2Priority Funding Process
	SFP Regulation Section 1859.95Acceptance of Applications When Funding Is Unavailable.
	SFP Regulation Section 1859.95.1Applications Received When Bond Authority Is Unavailable.
	SFP Regulation Section 1859.107Amending and Withdrawal of Applications

	ATTACHMENT C
	Table of Contents
	MEMO TO THE STATE ALLOCATION BOARD
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	DISCUSSION
	Applicable Laws and Regulations Related to CCI Adjustments
	Statutory and Regulatory Analysis

	Past Practice
	Board Notification of the Grant Amounts Used for the Unfunded List


	CONCLUSION

	Application of Construction Cost Index Adjustments to School Facility Program Grants on Unfunded Lists
	OPTIONS FOR THE EXECUTION OF THE 2012 GRANT AMOUNTS
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	AUTHORITY
	BACKGROUND
	STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS
	2009 Unfunded Approvals
	2010 Unfunded Approvals
	2011 Unfunded Approvals
	Estimated Additional Bond Authority Required for Increases
	Additional Considerations
	Options

	RECOMMENDATION
	BOARD ACTION

	OPTIONS FOR THE EXECUTION OF THE 2012 GRANT AMOUNTS
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	AUTHORITY
	BACKGROUND
	STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS
	Options

	RECOMMENDATION
	BOARD ACTION

	CALIFORNIA STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PUBLIC MEETING
	APPEARANCES
	P R O C E E D I N G S
	REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

	OPTIONS FOR THE EXECUTION OF THE 2013 GRANT AMOUNTS
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	AUTHORITY
	BACKGROUND
	STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS
	Additional Considerations
	Unfunded List
	Applications Received Beyond Bond Authority List


	OPTIONS
	RECOMMENDATION
	BOARD ACTION

	CALIFORNIA STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PUBLIC MEETING
	APPEARANCES
	P R O C E E D I N G S
	REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

	REGULATORY AMENDMENTS FOR INCREASED PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	AUTHORITY
	BACKGROUND
	STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS
	GRANT AGREEMENT
	Timing of Execution of the Grant Agreement
	Who Must Enter into a Grant Agreement
	Board Member and Stakeholder Feedback
	Regulatory Amendments

	UNFUNDED LIST
	Financial Hardship Re-Review
	State Agency Approvals -Expired
	Participation in Priority Funding
	Summary


	RECOMMENDATIONS
	Grant Agreement Adoption
	Approval Projects on the Unfunded List

	BOARD ACTION
	ATTACHMENT 5 - SFP UNFUNDED LIST Unfunded Approvals as of January 25, 2017 SAB

	CALIFORNIA STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PUBLIC MEETING
	APPEARANCES:
	P R O C E E D I N G S
	REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

	PRIORITY FUNDING SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION APPORTIONMENTS
	PURPOSE OF REPORT
	DESCRIPTION
	AUTHORITY
	BACKGROUND
	Requests/Acknowledgements

	STAFF ANALYSIS/STATEMENTS
	Current/Future Request Periods
	Fund Release Requirements
	Grant Agreement
	Non-Participation in Priority Funding Process
	Listing of Attachments

	RECOMMENDATIONS
	Attachment BUnfunded Approvals Receiving Priority Funding Apportionments

	CALIFORNIA STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PUBLIC MEETING
	APPEARANCES:
	P R O C E E D I N G S
	REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

	Completion Data based on the "Closed Date" from the Division of the State Architect Project Tracker
	ATTACHMENT TO SCHOOL DISTRICT APPEAL REQUEST FORM SAB 189
	REASON FOR APPEAL
	BACKGROUND
	DISTRICT POSITION
	CONCLUSION


	ATTACHMENT D COALITION FOR ADEQUATE SCHOOL HOUSING et al., Plaintiffs and Appellants, v. STATE ALLOCATION BOARD et al., Defendants and Appellants.
	I FACTS
	Background
	The Instant Lawsuits

	II DISCUSSION
	Procedural Arguments
	Statutory Framework and Standard of Review
	Sections 17072.10 and 17074.10
	Validity of Regulation 1859.107
	Abuse of Discretion and Remedy

	III DISPOSITION

	ATTACHMENT E
	COALITION FOR ADEQUATE SCHOOL HOUSING et al., Plaintiffs and Appellants, v. STATE ALLOCATION BOARD et al., Defendants and Appellants.

	ATTACHMENT F
	COALITION FOR ADEQUATE SCHOOL HOUSING, et al., Petitioners and Plaintiffs, v. STATE ALLOCATION BOARD, et al., Respondents and Defendants. AND CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS.
	EXHIBIT A TO PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE ON REMAND, CASE NUMBERS:
	EXHIBIT A TO JUDGMENT ON REMAND ISSUING PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE, CASE NUMBERS:



	CCI Item August 2023 - Attachment G (Completion Data) v2 (ADA)
	CCI Item August 2023 - Attachment H (Responses) (ADA)
	01 - 5768130-00-018 SAB letter on behalf of GUHSD
	02a - 57-66696-00-003 Savanna SD
	From: Johnson, Sue <sue.johnson@savsd.org>

	02b - 57-66696-00-003 12-19-17 SAB denial letter
	02c - 57-66696-00-003 11-22-17 Savanna Appeal packet
	03 - Lammersville
	04a - Cypress SD CCI SAB Letter 7-31-2023
	Cypress SD CCI SAB Letter 7-31-2023
	Cypress School District SAB Appeal and Form 189
	SAB Denial Cypress SD

	04b - Cypress SD
	04c - SAB Denial Cypress SD
	04d -Cypress School District SAB Appeal and Form 189
	05 - Lake Support letter for OPSC CCI adjustments
	06 - Central Unified
	07 - West Contra Costa Unified
	08 - Oakland USD
	09 - Redondo Beach Unified
	10 - 2023_08_01_SAB_OPSC_CCI Letter_Fresno USD
	11 - Santa Ana USD - OPSC Preliminary Report Letter
	12 - CASH (plus SDs) LtrSABreCCI_withexhibits 8-1-23
	LtrSABreCCI_2 8-1-23.pdf
	Exhibit A.pdf
	Ex. A
	Exhibit B.pdf
	Ex. B

	13 - SRVUSD_Response to SAB CCI Report
	14 - Solana Beach SD CCI Adj and Req
	15 - Palos Verdes Peninsula USD_SAB CCI

	CCI Item August 2023 - Attachment I (Draft Decision) v2 (ADA)

	07 Information Items (ADA)
	1 90 day workload 8-23-2023 (Final) (ADA)
	2 APPEALS_Log as of July 31 (Final) (ADA)
	3 SAB Meeting Dates (ADA)
	4_Info_SFPUnfundedList_Cover (ADA)
	5 August 23 2023 SAB Unfunded Approvals (ADA)
	6_Info_SFPWorkloadList_Cover (ADA)
	7 SAB Current WorkLoad Report as of 7-31-2023 - SAB Book (ADA)
	7a SAB Workload Pie up to 7-31-2023 - SAB Book (ADA)
	7b _Info_CAP_TK_FDKWorkloadList_Cover (ADA)
	7c FDK Workload Report as of 6-30-2023 (ADA)
	9 Acknowledged Projects List as of 7-31-2023 - COVER - SAB Book (ADA)
	10 Acknowledged Lists as of 7-31-2023 - SAB Book (ADA)
	13_Financial Hardship Regs (ADA)
	06 Information Items
	06 Information Items
	12 Financial Hardship Regs (ADA)
	Section 1859.81. Financial Hardship.





	SAB Current WorkLoad Report as of 7-31-2023 - SAB Book (ADA).pdf
	SFP APPLICATIONS
	New Construction and Charter School Facilities Program- Workload as of July 31, 2023 -
	Modernization School Facilities Program- Workload as of July 31, 2023 -
	CHARTER APPLICATIONSRemaining Applications for Preliminary Apportionment (Forms SAB 50-09)- as of July 31, 2023 -





